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A principal’s major role is that of an instructional leader, which, according to research, if 
done in isolation inhibits his or her effectiveness.  Current literature reveals a paucity of 
research that examines how high school principals balance the demands and constraints 
of their jobs, while cultivating instructional leadership among their staff. This study 
described the choices that four high school principals made to focus on instructional 
leadership, in spite of dealing with the demands and constraints of their jobs. The 
participating principals have varying years of experience and work in a diverse suburban 
school district in Maryland. A short survey captured the principals’ backgrounds, and 
face-to-face interviews answered research questions about the demands and constraints of 
their jobs. The survey used was based on the research work of Rosemary Stewart (1982). 
The study revealed the principals' perceptions of the instructional and non-instructional 
demands of their jobs.  The researcher used the Maryland Instructional Leadership 
Framework to categorize the principals’ responses as instructional leaders an  employed 




a symbolic, structural, human resources, or political frame to conceptualize the r roles 
and responsibilities.  The findings indicate that these four high school principals each 
took on a distributed leadership approach to instruction.  The principals worked closly 
with assistant principals, department chairpersons, staff development teachers, and other 
key leaders in their focus on instruction.  The principals described the importance of 
having clear roles and responsibilities for staff and of providing opportunities for staff to 
develop their abilities through leadership experiences and professional development 
opportunities.  The findings support existing research regarding distributed leadership 
and the myriad responsibilities of school principals.  The findings further support the 
Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR), which state that the primary role of the school 
principal is instructional leadership and asserts that all other non-instructional 
responsibilities are secondary.  This study informs research on the choics that high 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
 
As a high school principal, I am frequently questioned by teachers, parents, and 
community members about my role as a school-based leader and the challenges that I 
face on a daily basis.  Members of my staff frequently mention that my job is very 
demanding, because they see me at many school activities and meetings where I often 
must deal with a variety of students, staff, parents, and community partners.   
At times, the varying expectations of diverse stakeholder groups can have a 
significant impact on the role of the high school principal.  State boards of education 
expect schools to prepare students for successful completion of the state assessment  
called High School Assessments and preparation for post secondary education or the 
workforce.  The school community wants a safe and secured school building and a school 
facility that is free from drugs, gangs, crime, bullying, and other peer pressures.  The staff 
want the resources necessary to teach the curriculum and students who come t  their 
classrooms with the prerequisites skills to achieve in advanced level courses.  Staff 
members also want an environment conducive to learning--one that includes a clean and 
working facility, an orderly classroom, and equal representation in the decision-making 
process.  Students want an excellent education with the latest use of technology, a str ng
extracurricular program, and a variety of advanced-level and college courses, work 
programs, and internships.   Parents want the best instructional programs and the most 
knowledgeable teachers for their students.  Parents also want to be involved with school 
activities, yet their involvement may vary because of work schedules and the demands of 
their jobs.  
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The role of a high school principal is demanding because of these and other 
expectations from stakeholder groups.  Moreover, because of the nature of many 
demands, high school principals are challenged in maintaining the requisite focus on 
instructional leadership. Despite these challenges, a number of high school principals 
have successfully balanced the myriad demands of their position, while providing 
effective leadership that promotes student achievement.   
A number of studies have identified the changing role of the school principal. 
Research indicates that high school principals must now extend their role beyond sch ol 
management and classroom instruction.  Grubb and Flessa (2006) concluded that the “job 
of the school principal has become increasingly complex” (p. 519).  Grubb and Flessa 
further stated that principals must serve as instructional leaders, in addition to other 
responsibilities that traditionally have been required of principals, such as “managerial 
and political tasks” (p.519).  Principals are to manage the school wide instructional 
program by monitoring the teaching and learning in the classrooms (Hallinger, 2011) and 
producing great results in student achievement.   
Not only does the  role of the school principal include aspects of management, 
instructional leadership, and the involvement of various stakeholders; but today’s 
principals must deal with all of these components while also responding to the pressures 
of high stakes accountability. Even with the reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act expected in 2012, it is likely that principals will have to address 
requirements specified in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  NCLB (2001) required 
that every classroom have an effective teacher, and that every school have an effective 
principal. This requirement was, of course, well-supported by researchers like Leithwood, 
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et. al (2004) who long argued that “effective principals are key to improving teaching and 
school” (p. 7).   
Policy makers have also recognized that principals are more than managers; they 
are instructional leaders. The dual responsibilities of managing the staff and students 
while monitoring the instructional program is evident in the certification process for 
administrators and the accountability measures outlined by federal and state 
governments. For example, administrative certification in Maryland requires f ture 
principals and assistant principals to demonstrate leadership competencies and have at 
least three years of classroom experience.  These competencies follow the state’s 
regulations, as specified in the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (MILF).  
Future administrators must pass an examination for administrative certification based on 
competencies or standards for school leaders developed by the Interstate School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium (ISLLC).   
The ISLLC standards  specify that: (a) “a school administrator is an educational 
leader who promotes the success of all students by facilitating the development, 
articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and 
support by the school community; (b) a school administrator is an educational leader who 
promotes the success of all students by advocating, nurturing, sustaining a school culture 
and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth; (c) 
a school administrator is an educational leadership who promotes the success of all 
students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a 
safe, efficient, and effective learning environment; (d) a school administrator is an 
educational leader who promotes the success of all students by collaborating  with 
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families and community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, 
and mobilizing community resources; (e) a school administrator is an educational leader 
who promotes the success of all students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an 
ethical manner; and (f) a school administrator is an educational leader who promtes the 
success of all students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, 
social, economic, legal, and cultural context” (Council of Chief State School Officers, 
2008.  These national standards list the competencies of the principal and identify the job 
expectations of all school administrators including principals.  
Principals are now faced with adhering to national standards (ISLLC), federal law 
(NCLB), state regulations (MILF), while managing the day-to-day operations of a school 
building.  The tensions between the multiple political and managerial demands facing 
high school principals, and the expectation that they prioritize instructional leadership, 
provide the context for the study reported in this dissertation.   
Statement of the Research Problem  
High school principals have myriad responsibilities within the school building, 
largely because of the demands of today’s high school, including its size and 
composition, as well as recent reform initiatives. Research confirms that effective schools 
have principals who are instructional leaders, but these principals do not work in isolation 
(Portin, 2004; Grubb & Flessa, 2006, Spillane, 2006). At present, a paucity of research 
exists that examines how high school principals balance the demands and constraints of 
their jobs, while cultivating instructional leadership among their staff.  
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The Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study first was to identify strategies that principals use to
lessen some of the duties and demands of their daily operations and to collaborate more 
effectively with key staff members; such as assistant principals, department chairperson, 
and other staff members with supervisory responsibilities.  Secondly, the researcher 
sought to identify the demands and constraints that principals encounter as a result ofthe 
choices they make to focus on instructional leadership.  
Research Questions 
To this end, this study proposed to answer the following research questions: 
1. What do high school principals describe as the instructional and non- 
instructional demands of their jobs? 
2. What do high school principals describe as job constraints that have an impact  
on instruction? 
 
3. In light of the demands and constraints of their positions, what do high school  
 
principals choose to do in order to focus on instructional leadership? 
 
Conceptual Framework 
These research questions, which will be discussed further in Chapter 2, were 
developed to respond to the need for further inquiry into the demands and constraints that 
high school principals face and the impact of these demands on individual perceptions of 
the desirability of the job, particularly among those who aspire to practice instructional 
leadership.  For example, Walker and Kwan (2009) identified a number of “motivational 
factors” for becoming principals. Their research analyzed the work of Pounder and 
Merrill’s (2001) Job Desirability of the High School Principalship: A Job Choice Theory 
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Perspective. Pounder and Merrill found that participants in their study were interested in 
a high school principalship because of the ability to improve education for students and 
the income and benefits associated with the job. Their study revealed that significant time 
demands involved with the high school principalship, such as attendance at athletic 
events, evening programs, and weekend activities, significantly impacted the selection 
pool of future principals. 
According to Browne-Ferrigno (2003) (citing Educational Research Service, 
1998; McAdams, 1998; Young, Peterson, & Short, 2002), “recent reports suggest that 
filling vacant principalship is becoming problematic because the pool of qualified 
candidates willing to assume positions as school leaders is growing smaller” (p.469).  
Walker and Kwan (2009) concurred, and stated that a shortage of principal applicants 
exists not only across the United States, but throughout the world.  Schools are in great 
need of skilled principals, but perceptions of the principal's job responsibilities and 
demands seem to have caused a reduction of interest, which has led to a very small pool 
of qualified candidates.   
This dearth of interest in the principalship is highly problematic; as evidence  by 
a growing body of research confirming that every great school has an effectiv  principal--
one who recognizes that the principal position represents only one component of the 
school's leadership.  School leadership extends beyond the principal to include key staff 
members and other stakeholders in the building.  Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (as 
cited in Chrispeels, Burke, Johnson, and Daly, 2008) described a leadership team as a 
team that works collaboratively to successfully fulfill the complex leadership roles 
essential to the development of effective schools. (p. 731).   Chrispeels and Martin (2002) 
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stated that school leadership teams need to have a “heterarchical form in which power 
and authority are more disperse and fluid” (p. 359).  Recognizing this context, research rs 
now call for studies exploring how high school principals manage the demands and 
constraints of their work in ways that create conditions for school-based instructional 
leadership to flourish. 
 As discussed in greater depth in Chapter 2, this study drew on conceptual 
guidance from two bodies of research: Stewart’s (1982) conceptualization of the 
demands, constraints and choices in managerial work, and Bolman and Deal’s (2008) 
explication of frames of leadership.  These bodies of research were chosen because they 
facilitated an analysis of the working conditions of high school principals that cle rly 
demonstrate the need for the multifaceted skill set that researchers have long ass ciated 
with leadership. Danielson (2007) explained that the leadership role is multifaceted for a 
school principal, who must take on the responsibilities of the "visionary leader, manager, 
[and] instructional leader," all while striving to meet testing/accountability standards and 
address the needs and expectations of multiple stakeholders (pp. 15-16). This conclusion 
underscores the need for analysis of this issue using both Stewart’s (1982) framework 
and Bolman and Deal's (2002) depiction of the many frames of school leadership:  human 
resource, symbolic, managerial, political, instructional, and institutional (see App ndix 
E). 
The conceptual framework guiding this study was largely based upon the research 
of Rosemary Stewart (1982), whose observations and interviews of managers and leaders 
in the public sector included examinations of industries, commerce, and public service .  
Researcher and professor, Lowe (2003), described Stewart’s work: 
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Her work, spanning five decades, stands as a testimony to the benefits of a truly 
cumulative and programmatic research program focused on systematically 
exploring a phenomenon layer-by-layer, nuance-by-nuance.  Her research 
methods were (and remain) innovative, exhaustive, and cutting edge.  Using a 
battery of techniques such as structured interviews, diaries, structured 
observations, group discussions, case analyses, and critical incidents, Stewart was 
developing grounded theory work and implementing method triangulation before 
those approaches had fashionable labels.  Among the many important 
contributions emerging from this work are the demands-constraints-choices 
framework and the notion of managerial exposure, useful models for defining 
differences in managerial work and discretion across jobs. (p.193) 
 
According to Lowe (2003), “Human resource scholars interested in more effective 
utilization of the performance appraisal process, improving managerial development 
processes, and for an alternative perspective on person-job-organization fit will be 
informed by [Stewart’s] body of work” (p. 194).    The researcher Sergiovanni (2009) 
described Stewart’s work in his work regarding the principalship.  Sergiovanni stted that 
“one hallmark of a successful principal is her or his ability to expand the area of choices 
and thus reduce demands and constraints” (p.46).   He further stated that “this extra 
margin of latitude makes an important difference in enhancing the overall effectiveness 
of the school” (p.46).  Stewart’s (1982) framework of demands, constraints, and choices 
was the entry point of the development of the conceptual framework for this study.   
This study also drew conceptual guidance from the work of theorists and authors 
Bolman and Deal (2008), who developed four models for understanding organizations 
and leadership, which include structural, human resource, political, and symbolic frames.  
These frames describe the need for managers in private and public organizations “to 
understand similarities and differences among all types of organizations” (p. ix) and 
further stated that their “work with a variety of organizations around the world has 
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continually reinforced [their] confidence that the frames are relevant everywh e” (p. ix). 
Specifically, Bolman and Deal found: 
[Leaders] need multiple frames to survive.  They need to understand that any 
event or process can serve several purposes and that participants are often 
operating from different views of reality.  Managers need a diagnostic map that 
helps them assess which lenses are likely to be salient and helpful in a given 
situation.  Among the key variables are motivation, technical constraints, 
uncertainty, scarcity, conflict, and whether an individual is operating from the top 
down or from the bottom up. (p. 326) 
 
Chapter 2 provides a full description of the development of the conceptual framework 
that guides this study and expounds upon Bolman and Deal’s (2008) delineation of 
multiple frames and Stewart’s (1982) conception of the work of the manager.  
Methods 
This dissertation reports on a qualitative study of four high schools in a suburban 
school district. The study explored the experiences of each high school's principal; and 
the demands, constraints, and choices they face as instructional leaders. Chapter 3 
explains the research design and methodology, and Chapter 4 provides a description of 
the schools and background information for the principals.   
The high schools were selected based on location, student enrollment, staff size, 
academic performance, and the availability of special programs at the school.  T e 
principals of these four high schools agreed to participate in this study and then 
completed a survey that explored the principals' backgrounds, along with the potential 
demands and constraints of their jobs.  The principals also participated in interviews, 
where they answered a number of questions about the demands and constraints that they 
frequently faced in their roles as instructional leaders. The interview questions were 
based on the work of Rosemary Stewart (1982) and Bolman and Deal (2008). Chapter 5 
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provides an analysis of the findings of the study, and details both the similarities nd 
differences in leadership styles and choices among the four participants.   
Study Sites 
The study examined specific examples of the challenges of principalship and the 
ways in which four high school principals in a suburban Maryland school district chose to 
work with other leaders in their school building. The study was conducted in Eastland 
School District, a large public school district in a suburban county with 26 
comprehensive high schools. Eastland School District and all names of schools and 
individuals used in the district are pseudonyms. The average high school student 
enrollment in this school district was 1740, and the average middle school student 
enrollment was 800. To become a high school principal in Eastland School District, a 
candidate must have experience as a teacher and assistant principal at the high school 
level. Many novice high school principals began as middle school principals and then 
moved to the high school level.  
In July 2000, the new superintendent of Eastland School District developed a 
strategic plan that focused on mandated system targets for every level, including 
elementary, middle and high schools.  In response to this plan, high school principals, 
along with their school-based leadership teams, analyzed various data sources on student 
achievement and developed school-wide improvement plans to address the following 
targets for all student groups and subgroups: the increased completion of Algebra II at the 
11th grade level; improved participation and performance in honors and AP courses; 
reduction of suspension rates;  increased graduation rate; increased participation in and 
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improved performance on the PSAT, SAT and ACT; and a decrease in the ineligibility 
rate for extracurricular activities.   
The superintendent's implementation of the new strategic plan began with a 
presentation to all central office and school-based administrators, which focused on 
student achievement in all ethnic groups. Following the presentation, the principal 
supervisors explained to their principal teams that the expected vision for all school-
based administrators was to analyze root causes of low student performance on 
standardized tests and to develop action steps to increase participation and performance 
in Algebra, and on SAT/ACT and Advanced Placement (AP) examinations.  
The district superintendent, along with the principals’ union, developed a 
professional growth system for all administrators. This professional growth system 
included a comprehensive evaluation system that listed criteria to meet the s ven 
standards: (a)” vision of teaching and learning; (b) high expectations; (c) instructional 
program and staff professional growth; (d) management of the organization; (e) 
collaboration with stakeholders; (f) professionalism and professional growth; and (g) 
political, social, socio-economic, legal, and cultural context” (Eastland School District, 
2009, pp 15–28). During the time of this study, between December 2009 and May 2010, 
principal supervisors conducted evaluations based on evidence of competency in each of 
these seven standards.  The individual school data results, based on the targets, were used 
as part of the collection of evidence to substantiate each standard in the principals' 
evaluations. Principals understood the expectations of meeting the system targ ts and 
how these data points were used in the evaluation system.   
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While this study was underway, NCLB established certain requirements, 
including that state testing in mathematics, English, and reading, and high scools had to 
meet each state's testing standards. In response to these requirements, principals had to 
create supportive programs for students, so that they could pass these state assessment  
and earn a high school diploma. Principals and teachers also focused more heavily on 
supporting at-risk student groups; such as African-American and Hispanic populations, 
students receiving special education services, students identified as English Speakers of 
Other Languages (ESOL), and Free and Reduced Meals Students (FARMS). In addition, 
principals had to monitor the implementation of curriculum and ensure that highly-
qualified teachers were teaching the core content areas of English, mathematics, social 
studies, foreign language, and science. These state testing requirements, along with the 
new system targets, became additional demands on the high school principals in Eastla d 
School District; but these testing requirements, and the student performance on these 
tests, determined a school’s ability to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  To the 
parent community, not meeting the state’s target was interpreted as a possible failing 
school.   
Because of NCLB requirements, the Eastland Central Office staff placed 
expectations on administrators and teachers to prepare students for successful ompletion 
of the four state assessments in English; biology; national, state and, local government; 
and algebra/data analysis. The high school principals were expected to address the NCLB 
and state requirements, as well as the system targets defined by the superintend nt.  
Essentially, these principals had to deal with multiple assessment mandates regarding 
student performance.  Furthermore, high school principals were responsible for hiring 
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highly-qualified staff; reducing teacher turnover, designing staff development and school 
improvement plans to achieve reputable results in student and teacher performances, 
maintaining a clean, safe, and secure environment for students, staff and parents; and 
establishing relationships with businesses and community groups to promote 
collaboration and financial partnerships.  
In 2004, a high school reform movement began to permeate throughout the 
schools nationally for the preparation of students for post-secondary education and the 
workforce.   To meet the needs of high school students through school reform models, 
national organizations and tasks force of researchers, practitioners from schol districts, 
organizations and higher education provided recommendations and strategies to improve 
high schools based on research and practices among successful administrators and school 
districts.  High school  principals in Eastland School District began to create unique 
programs for their students after studying research in the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals' (2004) report, B eaking ranks II:  Strategies for leading 
high school reform and reading recommendations from the Eastland School District's 
(2004) Report of the high school task force. In Breaking ranks II, the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) identified three major strategies for 
improving student performance: “Sowing the seeds for change:  collaborative leadership, 
professional learning communities, and the strategic use of data; Personalizing the school 
environment; and Making learning personal:  curriculum, instruction, and assessment” 
(National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2004).  In Eastland School 
District’s (2004) report, authors identified four major components of success for thehigh 
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achieving high school:  “ leadership; instruction, assessment, and accountability; structure 
and organization; and climate and support” (p.5).     
In response to these reports, high school principals created programs and activities 
to meet the needs of their students and provide a sense of uniqueness among their 
schools. These reports provided key strategies to aid the principals in their efforts to 
redesign their high schools and successfully prepare their students for college and 
careers.    
The 26 high schools in Eastland School District became unique because of special 
programs, student demographics, and track records of success. The four high schools 
selected for this study differed from each other in student demographics, speial
programs, and staff enrollment, as well as in assistant principal and departm nt 
chairperson allocations.  Although the schools differed, the school leadership team was 
common at every high school.   In Eastland School District, school leadership at the 
secondary school level included the principal, assistant principals, department 
chairpersons, and other key staff persons with supervisory and managerial 
responsibilities. Selected parent and student leaders were included as participants of the 
school leadership team.  In Eastland School District’s (2004) report, the findings listed 
several Standards for Success. Standard for Success #3 states the following:  
The high-achieving high school has a principal who effectively guides and 
supports the mission of student success. A strong principal and leadership 
team lead the high-achieving high school. The principal leads by example 
and encourages collaboration, professional growth, community 
participation, and continuous improvement. (p. 9)  
 
Community participation and stakeholder involvement provided opportunities for 
principals and leaderships teams to get regular feedback and to hear about successe  and 
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challenges within the school building.  Stakeholders were involved in the decision 
making process, and the conversations that led to action steps designed to met the 
system and state’s targets.   
Despite the necessity for collaboration, and the many other responsibilitie of 
their position, the principal has a key role to play when it comes to instructional 
leadership. In 2005, the Maryland State Departments of Education (MSDE) developed 
the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (MILF) to provide school leaders with 
a set of regulations that defined instructional leadership and provided evidence of practice 
that is expected of all administrators.   To develop the MILF guidelines, a workgroup of 
administrators from Maryland school districts, higher education faculty in Maryland, and 
members of MSDE researched the different definitions and practices of instructional 
leadership. They worked together to compile feedback and reports from the Division for 
Leadership Development (DLD) of the Maryland Instructional Leadership Development 
Program, Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL), Southern 
Regional Education Board (SREB), National Staff Development Council (NSDC), 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), Breaking Ranks II (BR 
II), National Middle School Association (NMSA), National Association of Elementary 
School Principals (NAESP), Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), 
and National Policy Board for Educational Administration, Education Leadership 
Constituent Council (ELCC) (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005, p. 8). 
Workgroup members designed the MILF as a means to address the concerns from many 
constituents that all administrators, including principals, needed to place more focus on 
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instruction and lessen those activities that did not reinforce instructional leadership 
(Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).   
The MILF details a number of “outcomes expected of Maryland principals as they 
provide instructional leadership for their schools” (Maryland State Department of 
Education, 2005, p.1).   These outcomes consist of the following: "(1) “facilitate the 
development of a school vision; (2) align all aspects of a school culture to student and 
adult learning; (3) monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction and assessment; (4) 
improve instructional practices through the purposeful observation and evaluation of 
teachers; (5) ensure the regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily 
classroom instruction; (6) use technology and multiple sources of data to improve 
classroom instruction; (7) provide staff with focused, sustained, research-based 
professional development; and (8) engage all community stakeholders in a shared 
responsibility for student and school success” (Maryland State Department of Education, 
2005, pp. 9-12).  
For each of these outcomes, the MILF provides “evidences in practice that 
delineate the minimum of what [MSDE] expect[s] principals to know and be able to do if 
the respective leadership outcome is to be realized” (Maryland State Departm nt of 
Education, 2005, p.1).  The framework is not inclusive of all of the responsibilities of a 
principal, but it “focuses, instead, on the content-knowledge needed for school principals 
to be the leader of teaching-learning in the school” (p.2). As the MILF itself states, “It 
represents the most commonly accepted instructional leadership responsibilities 
according to respected practitioners, researchers, and theorists in the field of instructional 
leadership and continuous improvement” (p.2).  MILF is a resource for all administrator  
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to use to identify those practices that support instructional leadership, as defined by the 
MSDE.   
According to the Maryland Task Force, the purpose of the MILF was “to clear the 
plate” of principals, so they can focus on instructional leadership (Maryland Stte 
Department of Education, 2005).  The MILF defines its primary goals as the following: 
• “Drive the instructional leadership curriculum of the Division for Leadership  
Development, MSDE; 
• Guide instructional leadership professional development for veteran, new, and 
potential school leaders 
• Serve as a catalyst for the alignment of professional development for  
Executive Officers (those who supervise and evaluate principals as defined in  
Code of Maryland Regulations [COMAR] 13A.01.04.02B); 
• Provide a self-assessment/reflective practice tool for principals and potential 
school leaders;  
• Promote dialogue in districts around matters of instructional leadership; 
• Be referenced in policy through the Code of Maryland Regulations  
(COMAR); 
• Influence future policy decisions about the principalship; Be incorporated into 
a part of the program approval process used by institutions of higher education 
to guide their principal preparation programs; and 
• Serve as the Maryland-specific evidence in practice for the instructional 
leadership component of the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 
(ISLLC) Standards” (Maryland State Department of Education, pp. 3-4). 
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Maryland state regulations in COMAR required that school administrators in Eastland 
and other local school districts meet all MSDE expectations; including those mandating 
that school principals prioritize their role as instructional leaders.   
 With these mandates, instructional leadership became a familiar term in the 
Maryland school districts. May and Supovitz (2011) stated that “through the lineage of 
studies, a conventional wisdom has emerged that instructional leadership [is] an essential 
factor in school improvement” (p.333). Consistent with these ideas, the MILF serves as a 
valuable blueprint for school district administrators, principals, and other administrator  
in their work as instructional leaders (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005). In 
Maryland, MILF is referenced in state and school district policy, and systems like 
Eastland have incorporated MILF outcomes into their evaluation of school 
administrators. By doing such, the goals of MILF become consistent practices among all 
principals and administrators and align with their evaluation tools.      
Each school district has its own process for evaluating principals.  In Eastland 
School District, principals are evaluated based on the following leadership standards, 
which are closely related to MILF: (a) “Facilitates the development, articulation, 
implementation and stewardship of a vision of teaching and learning shared and 
supported by the school community; (b) nurtures and sustains a school culture of 
professional growth, high expectations and an instructional program conducive to student 
learning and staff professional growth; (c) ensures the management of the organization, 
operations, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment; (d) 
collaborates with the school staff and other stakeholder groups including students, 
families, and community members; (e) models professionalism and professional growth 
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in a culture of continuous improvement; and (f) understands, responds to, and influences 
the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context” (Eastland School 
District, n.d.).   The evaluation process occurs during the first two years for beginning 
principals, and then once every three years for veteran administrators.   MSDE’s MILF 
and Eastland School District’s evaluative standards are written differently, bu  maintain 
some similarities regarding the role of principals. However, unlike MILF, the sc ool 
district’s evaluative tool addresses the management and operations of the school building
in addition to instructional leadership.  
At the time of this study, Eastland School District had instituted many 
expectations and targets that impacted the high school principals; including ISLLC, 
NCLB, the strategic plan for Eastland School District, and MILF, which was unique to all 
school districts in Maryland.   Since Eastland School District is located in Maryland, this 
study employed the MILF to illustrate the instructional leadership styles of the four high 
school principals who were the focus of inquiry.   
Potential Significance 
This study makes a significant contribution to practice by outlining actions that 
high school principals take to develop instructional leaders within the school building and 
by suggesting effective practices for aspiring principals in large school districts. In 
Choice of Managers, Rosemary Stewart (1982) describes the demands, constraints, and 
choices of managers in the public sector. This study focused on the demands, constraints 
and choices of principals in high school settings. Taking Stewart’s model and applying it 
to an educational setting helped to identify certain demands faced by high school 
principals. Many demands may be associated with the impact of NCLB, while oters may 
  20 
 
  
arise from the pressures to meet the school system's targets, adhere to the stae’s 
definition of instructional leadership, align with the school system's evaluation system, 
and field a number of other external pressures.  
High school principals may face constraints involving school composition, 
student and staff demographics, or their experiences as principals. Pounder and Merrill 
(2001) discovered that a “desire to achieve and influence or improve education” and 
“salary and benefits” were the most attractive reasons for seeking a high sc ool
principalship (p. 46). However, the data revealed that a number of factors, such as “time 
demands of the position (e.g., evening and weekend work, balancing work and family 
demands)” and “the kinds of problems and dilemmas that often accompany the position 
(e.g., ethical dilemmas, student behavior problems, termination of unfit employees, union 
grievances)” also can make the role seem less appealing to potential school leaders (p. 
46). 
This study makes a contribution to practice by identifying strategies that 
principals can employ to be successful in their buildings. The study identified ways to 
present the principal's position in a more attractive light than usually described by the 
media, which may change perceptions of the role for potential administrators. The 
principalship can be a rewarding opportunity to positively affect the lives of students and 
teachers, while advancing one's own career.  
Grubb and Flessa (2006) examined schools that have alternative structures of 
leadership, which included the employment of a principal, co-principals, and rotating 
principals or teachers that assumed the responsibilities of principals. Findings of the 
current study offered insights into the viability of such alternative structures. This inquiry 
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also contributed to the emerging body of research on the ways that principals delegate 
their responsibilities and their reasoning for employing a distributed leadership style. In 
addition, the study identified strategies to help newly-appointed high school principals 
balance the pressure of the job and increase the retention rate of new school leaders. 
As mentioned above, Stewart (1982) originally developed her framework for 
managers in the public sector, not for instructional leaders in a school building. High 
school principals play a role as managers, but management is not the sole responsibility 
and purpose of a high school principal. Stewart's (1982) framework addresses the 
working conditions of a manager and the working relationships between “subordinates,” 
or staff, and the “supervisor,” or principal. This study revealed that the efforts of high 
school principals to promote instructional leadership in their buildings are significant and 
have a direct impact upon the roles and responsibilities of assistant principals and 
individuals in other key positions.   
Limitations 
This case study has several limitations.  First, the study is limited to the sample 
size, consisting of four high school principals, which is too small to make generalizations 
about the effects of instructional leadership. Additionally, the selection of Eastland 
School District may not be representative of school districts around the country, because 
of the socio-economic variables of both the district and cities within the school district. 
Also, the school district has an “aspiring principal” program and an assistant principal 
development program, both unique to the district, which have been in place for over 20 
years.  
  22 
 
  
This study does not seek to explain fully all of the actions of a high school 
principal; but instead, specifically reviewed the choices of the high principals and their 
decisions to focus on instructional leadership. Although the respondents were all high 
school principals, this study is expected to contribute to instructional leadership at t e 
middle school level as well, because of both the accountability measures of NCLB and 
the existence of similar staffing positions; including team leaders, assit nt principals, 
and department chairpersons; at the middle school level.   
Researcher Identity 
During the period in which this study was completed, I was a high school 
principal in the Eastland School District.  I had three years of experience as a principal at 
my school, and an additional two years of experience as principal at another high sc ool.  
Prior to my initial appointment as a high school principal, I spent three years as  middle 
school principal.  My interest in studying the demands and constraints that high school 
principals face when choosing to practice instructional leadership grew out of these 
experiences.  I had come to realize that I faced many demands; the most obviouswas the 
need to demonstrate continuous improvement in student achievement in all target areas. 
As I entered each new assignment as a principal, I realized that I needed to rely on key 
personnel in the building and develop their skills to maintain a high level of 
accountability and better staff performance, both of which would lead to higher student 
achievement. I made strategic choices designed to improve student achievement and 
demonstrated instructional leadership in my work with staff. My interest in exploring 
how other principals went about making such choices led to this study. 
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Definitions of Terms 
Administrative Team: A group, typically consisting of the principal and assistant 
principals, that is responsible for the leadership and oversight of the school.  
 Assistant Principal: Eastland School District (n.d.) describes the assistant 
principal as an administrator that assists with managing and supervising the total school 
program and providing educational leadership for the students and staff members that is 
consistent with the educational goals of the community. Functions include establishing a 
climate conducive to learning; planning and coordinating programs; effecting cha e; 
and making key decisions (Eastland School District, n.d,). 
Business Manager (School-based): Eastland School District (n.d.) describes the 
business manager as the individual who provides overall leadership related to the 
financial management of the school, facility management, and management of other 
aspects of the school not directly related to the instructional program. The busin ss 
manager oversees the school's budget and financial functions, in accordance with Board 
policy and regulations; directs the use of the school facility; provides guidance to food 
service school personnel, transportation, purchasing and procurement programs; 
collaborates with the school leadership team to effectively manage human resources; and 
ensures the school derives maximum benefit from its budget (Eastland School District, 
n.d.). The business manager contributes to the school's overall development as an active 
member of the school leadership team. He or she is responsible for providing 
comprehensive and accurate financial information to school leadership and the School 
Board in a timely manner, to enable the school to plan and take appropriate management 
action (Eastland School District, n.d.).  
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Department Chairperson (resource teacher): Eastland School District (n.d.) 
describes the department chairperson (or high school resource teacher) as a t acher who 
supervises a department of teachers. The department chairperson (resource teacher)
provides leadership to a department or subject field(s) within a high school, under the 
supervision of school administration. A department chairperson (resource teacher) 
supports classroom teachers in the instructional program, serves as an instructio al role 
model, supports the development of a professional learning community within the 
department and school, observes and analyzes instructional practices related to teachers' 
professional growth and evaluation, collaborates with supervisors and colleagues on 
instructional issues, takes a leadership role in the handling of instructional resourc s, 
supports the development of the master schedule, keeps current on content and best 
practices in the specified subject field, and serves as a liaison to the central office on 
subject matter and instructional issues (Eastland School District, n.d.).  
Distributed Leadership:  Spillane (2006) stated that distributed leadership means 
more than shared leadership. The three elements of practice, interactions, and situ tion 
are essential to distributed leadership. First, “leadership practice must be the central and 
anchoring concern. Second, leadership practice must be generated through the 
interactions of leaders, followers, and their environment. Each of these elements is 
essential for leadership practice. Third, the situation both defines leadership p actice and 
is defined through leadership practice” (p.4).  
Instructional Leadership:  Hallinger's (2000) instructional leadership model has 
three dimensions: defining the school's mission; managing the instructional prgram 
(focusing on supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, and 
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monitoring student progress); and promoting a positive school-learning climate 
(protecting instructional time, promoting professional development, maintaining high 
visibility, providing incentives for teachers, and providing incentives for learning). 
Instructional Leadership Team:  The instructional leadership team consists of a 
principal, assistant principal(s), department chairpersons, and other key staff, students, 
and parents. 
Instructional Technology Specialist: – Eastland School District (n.d.) describes the 
instructional technology specialist as someone who provides all levels of user suppo t and 
technology administration. Based on the assigned level, this work may include analyzing 
and resolving problems related to workstations, networks, servers, and printers; 
performing systems analysis; designing and implementing configuration changes; and 
performing related duties as required or assigned (Eastland School District, n.d.). 
Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (MILF): The Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Framework (2005) consists of eight outcomes: facilitate the 
development of a school vision; align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult 
learning; monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction and assessment; improve 
instructional practices through the purposeful observation and evaluation of teachers; 
ensure the regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily classroom instruction; 
use technology and multiple sources of data to improve classroom instruction; provide 
staff with focused, sustained, research-based professional development; and engage all 
community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student and school success. 
Media Specialist – Eastland School District (n.d.) describes the media specialist as 
the individual who plans and administers the school's library media program. The media 
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specialist provides direct instruction to students and training to staff; manages library 
media center material, facilities, and equipment; and communicates the school library 
media program to administrators, staff, students, parents and the broader community 
(Eastland School District, n.d.).  
Paraeducator – Eastland School District (n.d.) describes the paraeducator as the 
person who assists teachers by performing a variety of tasks that promote student 
learning and well being. Duties involve working with students individually and in small
groups to assess performance; reinforce instruction; motivate learning; ad assist with 
classroom management, clerical, and other non-instructional work (Eastland School 
District, n.d.). 
Staff Development Teacher – Eastland School District (n.d.) describes the staff 
development teacher (SDT) as the individual who fosters development and growth of 
professional learning communities and facilitates job-embedded staff development. In 
collaboration with administrators, teachers, and other stakeholders; the SDT supports the 
goal of building staff capacity to meet system-wide and local school initiatives to 
increase student learning (Eastland School District, n.d.). 
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This chapter begins with an examination of policy response to the changing role 
of the principal, including NCLB and the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework 
(MILF).  The purpose of the study was to identify strategies that principals use to lessen 
some of the duties and demands from their daily operations and to collaborate more 
effectively with key staff members.  This review of research was design d to highlight 
the literature on the changing role of the school principal. The chapter examines these 
changes through the lenses of  policies such as NCLB and the Maryland Instructional 
Leadership Framework; research on instructional and distributed leadership, including the 
role of school leadership teams; the demands, constraints, and choices of principals, 
based on Stewart’s (1982) work; and the four-framed leadership model developed by 
Bolman and Deal (2008).  The conceptual framework of this study was designed based 
on a combination of Stewart’s (1982) framework on choices of managers; MILF (2005); 
and Bolman and Deal’s (2008) work on a four-framed leadership model of human 
resources, structural, symbolic, and political frames. The final section of this chapter 
discusses the relationship of the literature on the demands of the principal as an 
instructional leader to this study.  
Policy Responses to the Changing Role of the Principal 
According to Portin (2004), leading schools is complex work.  
Researchers have defined the complexity of this work in many ways (Leithwood 
& Riehl, 2003).  Grubb and Flessa (2006) stated that the principal “is responsible 
for hiring and perhaps firing teachers, coordinating bus schedules, mollifying 
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angry parents, disciplining children, overseeing the cafeteria, supervising special 
education and other categorical programs, and responding to all the stuff that 
walks in the door” (p.519).  Pounder and Merrill (2001) agreed and stated that 
“time demands of the position (e.g. evening and weekend extracurricular 
supervision responsibilities, balancing the demands of job and family)” make the 
job challenging (p.48). These factors represent just a few examples of the 
complexities of the high school principal's position.  The principals in this study 
described the demands and challenges that they faced, and the strategies they 
adopted to lessen the demands of their job, while serving as an instructional 
leader.  The principals' responses concurred with existing research that described 
the role of the principal as multifaceted and complex.   
According to Horng, Klasik, and Loeb (2009), principals play a major role 
in school operations “through motivating teacher and students, identifying and 
articulating vision and goals, developing high performance expectations, fostering 
communication, allocating resources, and developing organizational structures to 
support instruction and learning” (p. 1).  Eastland School District demonstrated a 
similar notion of the role of the principal and noted that high school principals are 
“responsible for administering and supervising the total school program and 
providing educational leadership for the students and staff members consistent 
with the educational goals of the community” (Eastland School District website, 
n.d.). These expectations require principals to serve as instructional leaders by 
working with staff to create a strong instructional program that fosters eff ctive 
teaching and learning.   
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One active and major role of principals in the instructional program is 
hiring, developing, and maintaining teachers and staff (Harris, Rutledge, Ingl , & 
Thompson, 2006).  Horng, Klasik, and Loeb (2010) reported that principals can 
“affect the instructional quality of schools through the recruitment, developmnt, 
and retention of teachers” (p.491).    The composition of teachers and staff greatly 
impacts the instructional program of any school, and NCLB requires that schools 
have highly qualified and effective teachers in every classroom.   
In Breaking Ranks II, one of the recommendations for high school reform 
speaks to the quality of teachers and their ability to “design high-quality work and 
teach in ways that engage students, encourage them to persist, and, when the work 
is successfully completed, result in student satisfaction and their acquisition of 
knowledge, critical thinking and problem-solving skills, and other abilities valued 
by society” (National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2004, p. 126).  
High quality schools have effective teachers who impact student achievement 
(Hanushek, 2011) and student achievement is based on a myriad of indicators, 
such as the targets indicated in the strategic plan of Eastland School District.  As 
the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) (2004) states; 
effective teachers know their subject, are well-versed in strategies for teaching 
their subject, and effectively meet the needs of their students.  Because principals 
are involved in the instructional program through the hiring of effective teachers, 
everyone from the parents and school staff to the federal government hold both 
principals and teachers accountable for meeting benchmarks on high stakes tests.  
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No Child Left Behind (2001) created accountability measures that include state 
assessment benchmarks, and principals and teachers are feeling the pressurs to prepare 
students for successful completion of these assessments. Cushing, Kerrins and Johnstone 
(2003) state that “principals are responsible for implementing curriculum mandates that 
include getting all students – including English language learners and students with 
identified learning handicaps – to achieve high standards, and for student performance on 
high-stakes assessments that could result in the eventual closing of the school” (p. 28).  
Local school systems have developed “district-guided curriculum and aligned 
assessments, coherent professional development, frequent monitoring, and use of data for 
decision making as well as the development of a shared vision” (Chrispeels, Burke
Johnson & Daly 2008, p. 739) in response to these mandates.  Such demands have 
resulted in key changes to the role of the principal, because of the politics of state and 
federal testing and accountability measures.  Failure to meet the accountability measures 
over a period of time can result in the replacement of all or most of a school's staff, the 
conversion of a traditional public school to a charter school, or permanent closure of a 
school (Maryland State Department of Education, n.d.). Principals are experiencing the 
pressure to serve in a different role because of the political demands to make Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP) as outlined in NCLB. 
The Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework .  In response to 
heightened expectations to address accountability requirements set out in the NCLB Act, 
states like Maryland recognized the importance of prioritizing the instructional leadership 
role of principals. The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) took a 
proactive approach and sought to explore research regarding instructional leadership, the 
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principalship, and strategies for reducing the non-instructional responsibilities of local 
principals (Maryland State Department of Education, 2000).  MSDE convened a group of 
local educators and administrators in public education and higher education to define the 
role of principals.  This taskforce concluded that the principalship is the most demanding 
position in the school building (MSDE, 2000).  
According to two separate reports from MSDE, the Maryland task force on the 
principalship and Achievement matters most: The final report of the visionary panel for 
better schools the role of the principal is that of an instructional leader (Maryland State
Department of Education, 2000; 2002).  In Achievement matters most, a task force of 
educators and administrators recommended that “the principal’s primary role must be that 
of instructional leader, and that role must take priority over all other roles and 
responsibilities” (Maryland State Department of Education, 2002, p. 56).  NCLB 
mandates that every school has an effective principal, and according to MSDE, an 
effective principal is one is prioritizes instructional leadership.   
The members of the Maryland Task Force on the Principalship 
summarized the “role of the principal” as follows: 
Noting that extraneous responsibilities impede principals’ ability to fulfill 
their primary role as instructional leader/facilitator, the task force 
recommends that the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) 
and all 24 local school systems ‘clear the plate’ of those functions that do 
not contribute in a substantive way to this role.  The task force further 
recommends that this be accomplished by giving principals sufficient staff 
and support and the power to use staffing creatively to build an effective 
leadership team; recommending triennially to state and local officials 
which tasks, responsibilities, duties, and regulations can be removed from 
the principalship; and awarding grants for current and proposed efforts 
focused on redefining the principalship. (p. iv, MSDE, 2000)   
Researchers have described the importance of the principal in the role of 
instructional leadership.  May and Supovitz (2010) state that “research identifying 
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the essential role that school principals play in encouraging instructional 
improvement has been a central tenet of school improvement research at least 
since analyses of the effective schools movement of the 1970s” (p.333). Coldren 
and Spillane (2007) argue that these improvements happen by “establishing 
connections that bridge the gap between leadership practice and teaching practice, 
thereby initiating instructional leadership” (pp.369-370).  To help principals fulfill 
their role as instructional leaders, MSDE made recommendations to Maryland 
school districts to revise the responsibilities of principals.  MSDE’s (2002) report 
Achievement matters most recommended a number of strategies that further 
support principals in their primary role as instructional leaders. These include the 
following strategies:“eliminate current responsibilities that are non-i structional 
in nature from the job requirements of principals” and create a position of 
“Building Manager [whose] responsibilities  are non-instructional in nature as 
determined by the local school system, so that the principal can concentrate on 
improving the instructional program” (pp. 57-58).  These recommendations 
indicated that principals needed to refocus their time and attention on the 
instructional program, and this newly designed position allowed principals to 
serve in the role of instructional leaders.   
Taking into account these recommendations, the MSDE Division of 
Leadership corroborated these research findings of and made recommendations to 
the Maryland State Board of Education regarding changes to state regulations 
defining the role of the principal. The state board subsequently approved the 
inclusion of regulations in the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) that 
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delineated the role of the principal by identifying expected outcomes for 
instructional leadership.  These outcomes eventually became the Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Framework (MILF) (Maryland State Departmen  of 
Education, 2005). 
The MILF was created based on feedback and reports from the Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Development Program, Division for Leadership Development 
(DLD), Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL), Southern 
Regional Education Board (SREB), National Staff Development Council (NSDC), 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), Breaking Ranks II (BR 
II), National Middle School Association (NMSA), National Association of Elementary 
School Principals (NAESP), Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), 
the National Policy Board for Educational Administration, and the Education Leadership 
Constituent Council (ELCC) (pp. 4-7).  
MILF has eight instructional leadership outcomes, each having specific 
expectations or “evidence in practice.” (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005, 
p.1)  The outcomes are not a checklist, nor are they an exhaustive list of expectations. 
These expected results were designed to help principals provide quality instructional 
leadership for their schools.  The framework does not include all of the responsibilitie  of 
a principal, such as financial management, but MILF “focuses on the content knowledge 
needed for school principals to be the leader of teaching-learning in the school” (p.2).    
The eight outcomes of MILF include, "(1) facilitate the development of a school 
vision; (2) align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning; (3) monitor 
the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; (4)  improve instructional 
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practices through purposeful observation and evaluation of teachers; (5) ensure the 
regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily classroom instruct on; (6) use 
technology and multiple sources of data to improve classroom instruction; (7) provide 
staff with focused, sustained, research-based professional development; and (8) engage 
all community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student and school success" 
(p.8).  Each of the eight outcomes includes examples or “evidences in practice that 
delineate the minimum of what [MSDE] expect[s] principals to know and be able to do if 
the respective leadership outcome is to be realized” (p.1).  See Appendix D for the eigh  
outcomes and specific evidences in practices.   
MILF was implemented in the accreditation process and administrative 
preparation programs in higher education.  Maryland school districts incorporated MILF 
to design their administrator’s evaluation system and MSDE used the framework for the
training plan for the Maryland Principals’ Academy for new and aspiring principals.    
 Research on Instructional Leadership.  The outcomes in MILF are based on 
research and reports from a variety of stakeholders and organizations and appear in a 
number of studies regarding instructional leadership.  Hallinger (2010) states th  
“instructional leadership became the preferred term [in the field of education] because of 
the recognition that principals who operate from this frame of reference rely more on 
expertise and influence than on formal authority and power to achieve a positive and 
lasting impact on staff motivation and behavior and student learning” (pp.275-276). 
Supovitz, Sirinides, and May (2010) describe three key factors in instructional leadership:  
“the role principals play in focusing the mission and goals of the organization, how 
principals encourage and environment of collaboration and trust in the building, and the 
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extent to which principals actively support instructional improvement [related to teaching 
and learning]" (p.34).    Horng, Klasik, and Loeb (2010) state that “school leaders cn 
have a tremendous effect on student learning through the teachers they hire, how they 
assign those teachers to classroom, how they retrain teachers, and how they create 
opportunities for teachers to improve”  (pp. 66-67).  Hallinger (2010) describes 
instructional leadership as components within the Principal Instructional Management 
Rating Scale (PIMRS) framework which includes “defining the school mission:  frames 
the school’s goals and communicates the school’s goals; managing the instructional 
program:  coordinates the curriculum, supervises and evaluates instruction, and monitors 
student progress; and developing the school learning climate program:  protects 
instructional time, provides incentives for teachers, provides incentives for learning, 
promotes professional development, and maintains high visibility”  (p. 276).  
 Coldren and Spillane (2007) citing Cuban (1988), Hallinger and Murphy (1987), 
Krug, (1992), described instructional leadership as a “practice [that] can involve a variety 
of activities such as defining an instructional vision or mission; managing the 
instructional program through teacher supervision, curriculum planning, program 
coordination, and monitoring student learning; and promoting of professional learning 
among staff and the enforcement of academic standards…” ( (p.371).  Components of 
MILF continue to appear in research studies and articles regarding instructional 
leadership because of the pressures and expectations that principals serve as instructional 
leaders as their primary function; however, principals and school officials are facing 
demands to focus on assessments and AYP.  . 
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Because the NCLB Act placed emphasis on students taking and passing high 
stakes assessments, school leaders have faced growing pressures to ensure that the 
teaching and learning that occurs in the classroom is results in high scores on state 
assessments.  According to  Reitzug, West, and Angel (2008) , “the pervasive influence 
of NCLB may be reasserting the traditional instructional leadership role of principals, as 
principals sacrifice the long-term gains resulting from teacher professional growth, for 
the short-term goals of an ‘inspect and direct’ instructional leadership role” (p.695).  The 
pressures to make AYP every year may be changing the principal’s role to testing 
coordinator, one who monitors tests results, instead of instructional leader.  With the high 
stakes accountability, the essential role of principals is the improvement of the 
instructional programs of a school (May & Supovitz, 2010).  Instructional leadership, a 
indicated in MILF, involves the development of a school vision and an effective school 
leadership (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).       
Instructional leadership involves the collaboration between the principal and other 
administrators, staff in positions of authority, and other stakeholders (Robinson, Lloyd
&Rowe, 2008).  Principals are no longer considered the only instructional leaders in 
schools; therefore, shared leadership or work that has been distributed among 
stakeholders is common in schools.  In the annual report from the National College of 
School Leadership (NCSL) (2004), researcher Geoff Southworth observes: 
School leadership is often taken to mean headship.  Such an outlook limits 
leadership to one person and implies lone leadership.  The long standing belief in 
the power of one is being challenged.  Today there is much more talk about 
shared leadership, leadership teams and distributed leadership than even before. 
(p.8)    
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MILF employs a similar philosophy and includes an outcome which stresses the 
importance of creating effective leadership teams that collaboratively work to improve 
the teaching and learning in schools (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).  
This collaborative, team-based approach leads to a distributive leadership role for the 
principal.     
Distributed Leadership.   Eastland School District’s leaders, like those in other 
school districts, expect principals to serve as instructional leaders.  High school principals 
cannot work alone, because of the extensive operational and instructional demands that 
exist in today’s schools. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) state that, in larger school , the 
principal cannot be the only person involved in leading the school’s instructional 
program.  Supovitz, Sirinides, and May (2009) posit that principals have to look 
“toward[s] an array of other actors who either consistently, or situationally, take on a 
leadership role in schools” (p.36).  According to the MILF, distributed leadership builds a 
school culture focused on both student and adult learning and involving many 
stakeholders (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).  Research revealed that 
schools must practice distributed leadership in order to monitor effectively instruction 
and student progress (Spillane 2006; Spillane, Halverson and Diamond 2001, & 
Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).   
Researchers define distributed leadership by the level of involvement and 
leadership of each staff member in a school building.  Hulpia, Devos, and Van Keer 
(2010) describe distributed leadership “as the degree to which leadership functions are 
distributed among formal leadership positions on the leadership team (i.e., the principal, 
assistant principals, and teacher leaders)” (p.40).  They further described the l adership 
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team “as the group of people with a formal leadership role in the school as a whole” 
(p.40).  “Leadership is no longer seen as a one-person business; rather a business that 
requires social interaction and cooperation of a whole group” (p.41).  Spillane and Healey
(2010) concur, and state that “leading and managing schools can involve multiple 
individuals in addition to the school principal, including others in formally designated 
leadership or management positions, such as assistant principals, mentor teachers, and 
curriculum specialists” (p.256).   
Spillane (2006) provides a similar view, and describes distributed leadership as 
collective interactions between leaders, followers, and their situations.  Hulpia, Devos, 
and Rosseel (2009) define distributed leadership as “the formal distribution of the 
supportive and supervisory leadership functions; the cohesive leadership team, which 
refers to the interaction that takes place among the leadership team members; and 
participative decision-making of the whole school team, which refers to the informal 
contribution of all school employees in the decision-making process of the school” 
(p.310).  Citing Rayner and Gunter (2005) and Gronn (2002), Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel 
(2009) further explained the differences between distributed leadership and delegation:   
The formal distribution of the supportive and supervisory leadership 
functions is  
broader than a delegation of tasks.  Delegation of tasks refers to the 
reallocation of work from one person to another, and the person who is 
delegated a certain task is authorized to carry it out independently…In 
distributed leadership, however, various functions are stretched over the 
leadership team; all members pool their expertise and work collaboratively 
in an interactive way, so that the leadership functions become an emergent 
property of a group… (p.293).  
 
Distributed leadership involves a working relationship with staff members and 
stakeholders and the collection of knowledge, skills and experiences of group members. 
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In distributed leadership, numerous leaders in the school work towards a set of 
goals delineated in the school improvement plan.  Rhodes and Brundrett (2009) state that 
principals “who distribute leadership responsibilities amongst their staff are mo e likely 
to build capacity for change and realize school improvement” (p. 362).  Distributed 
leadership has “been the source of investigations of leadership approaches that might 
more effectively facilitate instructional improvement in schools” (May & Supovitz, 2010, 
p. 335). Mayrowetz (2008) writes that distributed leadership “should facilitate the 
widening of the target of leadership development from administrators to a school-wide 
approach and make leaders more conscious of the tools they use and design in the 
practice of leadership” (p. 428).  Mayrowetz further states that “distributed leadership 
promotes the notion that by having multiple people engaged in leadership; these 
individuals will all learn more about themselves and the issues facing the school” (p.431).   
Spillane (2006) explains that “a distributed leadership perspective attempts to 
acknowledge and incorporate the work of all the individuals who have a hand in 
leadership practice” (p.13).  Examination of the different roles of leadership in the school 
building can help to clarify further the concept of distributed leadership, and the role that 
principals, assistant principals, teachers, and support staff may play in school 
administration.  
Members of school leadership teams. Staff leaders, charged by the principals to 
work collaboratively, can play a significant role in the school improvement process.  The 
school leadership team; comprised of the principal, teacher leaders, and other school 
staff; present an example of shared leadership. The Maryland Task Force on the 
Principalship provides key recommendations about the leadership team (Maryland State 
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Department of Education, 2000).  “If the principal is to devote the necessary time and 
thoughtful energy to the critical tasks outlined in [his/her] vision, he/she must have a 
leadership team able to share in the many instructional and managerial functions involved 
in running a school” (p.10).  It further stated that “the effective 21st century school team 
will function in a leadership capacity for daily and long-term planning” (p.10).  The 
school leadership team serves as a critical means to help the leaders in the building share 
a focus on school improvement.   
Membership of the leadership team may vary from school to school. At the high 
school level, principals may have a leadership team of teachers, administrators, p rents, 
business managers, and when possible, students. Cameron’s (2010) work defined the 
membership of the school leadership as “senior leaders and heads of departments” (p.38).  
These team members must know their role as members of the leadership team. 
The role of the assistant principal is to assist and support the principal by 
assuming a number of leadership, disciplinary, instructional, and managerial 
responsibilities.  Rintoul and Goulais (2010) find that “the position of second in 
command (called the vice principal in Canada, the assistant principal in the USA, the 
deputy head in the UK and the deputy principal in Australia) receives scant attention in 
scholarly writing” (pp.745-746).  Rintoul and Goulais further describe the assistant 
principal position as “a job of high stress varying dramatically depending on the school 
and leadership style of the principal” (p.746).  Marshall and Hooley (2006) note that the 
position of assistant principal as “both a leader and a follower, driven by a juggling act of 
creative, practical and political demands” (p.746).  Researchers consistently express that, 
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although stressful and demanding, the role of an assistant principal is a vital position in 
the school building and on the leadership team. 
Department chairpersons are teacher leaders of their subject matter and, like the 
assistant principal, comprise another important component of the leadership team.  In 
Ghamrawi’s (2010) work on subject leadership, she describes the department 
chairperson, or subject leader, as a “pedagogical expert, staff developer, action 
researcher, change agent, proficient raconteur, managed leader, policymaker, cultural 
developer, resource manager, curriculum developer, strategic planner, quality controller, 
liaison, problem solver and data manager” (p. 307).  Brown, Rutherford, and Boyle 
(2000) argue that the department head is "the key to developing successful schools” 
(p.239).  They further conclude that “if heads of department are to share in any 
meaningful way in the leadership and management of schools, there is a growing need for 
current management development and training provision to change radically, if they are 
to be supported in improving their practice as curriculum leaders and managers”  (p. 
255).    Little research currently exists on the role of the department chairpersons; 
however, they play a critical role in school leadership (Brown, Rutherford, & Boyle, 
2000; Printy, 2008) and their inclusion in the distributed leadership process can help to 
facilitate school improvement as teacher leaders.   
The school leadership team provides an opportunity for various stakeholders to 
work together towards school improvement.  Chrispeels, Burke, Johnson, and Daly 
(2008) assert that a leadership team involves many school leaders who work together t  
improve classroom teaching and student learning.  Chrispeels and Martin (2002) 
conclude that the team plays a key role in the shift to distributed leadership “by 
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presenting the opportunity to move from a hierarchical structure, typically describ d as 
administrative where relations among people are designated, to a hierarchical form in 
which power and authority are more disperse and fluid”  (p. 359). This shift of leadership 
encourages an ownership of the work necessary to improve student achievement and 
strengthens teamwork.  
The school leadership team is charged with increasing student achievement and 
providing leadership that will increase school improvement.  Printy and Marks (2006) 
state that “principals alone cannot provide sufficient leadership influence to 
systematically improve the quality of instruction or the level of student achievement” 
(p.130).  They further declared that “the best results [in student achievement] occur in 
schools where principals are strong leaders who also facilitate leadership by teachers; that 
is, principals are active in instructional matters in concert with teachers whom they regard 
as professionals and full partners” (p. 130).  The MILF supports such conclusions by 
including an outcome which stresses the importance of the alignment of all aspects of a 
school culture to student and adult learning, and an evidence of practice is an effective 
school leadership team (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).    School 
district leaders expect principals to address the needs of the school, students, staff and 
community. As such, collaboration among school and community staff is essential to 
manage the many demands and constraints present in today’s schools.     
Principals’ Demands, Constraints, and Choices 
The demands and expectations of principals come from many stakeholders, as 
well as from school district policies and procedures. Murphy (1994) found that principals 
often must take on numerous new responsibilities without letting go of any of their old 
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duties. As a result, they easily become overwhelmed by the tremendous demands of their 
position. Principals face additional demands that involve state assessments and the 
accountability measures that identified schools as successful or failing school  based on 
their “Adequate Yearly Progress” in mathematics and reading.      
At the time of this study, NCLB had published accountability requirements for 
public schools. Failure to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for at least four years 
required local school districts to prepare for a “restructuring plan to either:  (1) e-open as 
charter schools; (2) replace principal and staff; (3) contract for private mnagement; or 
(4) other major restructuring of school governance”  (No Child Left Behind, 2001.).  
These accountability measures impact school staff and principals.  
Coldren and Spillane (2007) state that the myriad demands of their position, 
which can include “moral, interpersonal, managerial, and political” (p. 371) pressures, 
often leave school administrators feeling beleaguered by their copious responsibilities. 
The assessment accountability of NCLB adds to other demands and constraints that 
principals must face in a school building.  
In addition to the stringent mandates of NCLB, principals must face a number of 
other demands of their administrative role.  Pounder and Merrill (2001) identify these 
responsibilities as “time demands of the position (e.g., evening and weekend 
extracurricular supervision responsibilities, balancing the demands of job and family) and 
to a lesser degree, the kinds of problems and dilemmas that often accompany the position 
(e.g., ethical dilemmas, student behavior problems, termination of unfit employees, union 
grievance)” (p. 46).   
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Researcher and author Rosemary Stewart is known for her research on the work 
of managers in the public sector; which, she states, provides “greater insight in the nature 
of the demands, constraints, and choices in the job” (Stewart, 1982, p.128).  According to 
Kevin Lowe (2003), [Stewart’s] “research methods were (and remain) innovative, 
exhaustive, and cutting edge” (p. 193).  Lowe further states that “among the many 
important contributions emerging from this work are the demands-constraints-choices 
framework” (p. 193).  The purpose of Stewart’s work was to observed managers in 
positions that “cover[ed] a variety of different kinds of middle management jobs:  
production, sales, personnel, and service jobs in industry and maintenance, and planning 
in local government” (p.126) including a “cross-section of marketing and finance” (p. 
129-130) and “district administrators in hospitals” (p. 131).  This framework was 
designed to guide the managers’ thinking about the nature of a job and to recognize that 
they are in a position to make choices (Stewart, 1982). 
Stewart’s (1982) framework has three components (see Figure 2.1):   
1. Demands: What anyone in the job has to do; demands are only what must 
be done; 
2. Constraints: The factors, internal or external to the organization, that limit 
what the jobholder can do; and 
3. Choices: The activities that the jobholder can do, but does not have to do.  
Stewart (1982) states that “demands, constraints, and choices can be used to understand 
any kind of managerial job, and other jobs as well” (p.9).  She further notes that her 
“framework is useful because it provides a different way of thinking about jobs and about 
how individuals do them” (p.9). 
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This study focused on the ways high schools principals perform their jobs as 
instructional leaders, in spite of certain demands and constraints.  Stewart’s (1982) 
framework was used to develop the conceptual framework for this study.  Hallinger 




















    
Rosemary Stewart’s Choices for Managers (1982) 
 
 
 Demands are what anyone in the job has to do. 
 Meeting minimum criteria of performance 
 Expectations that others have of what they should do 
 Consequences of not meeting these expectations 
 Bureaucratic procedures 
 Meetings that must be attended 
 
Constraints are the factors that limit what the jobholder can do. 
 Resource limitations 
 Legal and trade union constraints 
 Technological limitations 
 Organizational constraints 
 Attitudes of other people 
 
Choices are the activities that the jobholder can do, but does not have to do 
 How the work is done 
 What work is done 
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 (2011) explains that a principal's role often includes both managerial functions and the 
coordination of a school's curriculum and instruction components.   Hallinger describes 
one aspect of instructional leadership as “managing the instructional program” (p. 276).  
Stewart's (1982) framework of demands, constraints and choices framework allows for 
individual choices about what work is completed and how the work is undertaken.  The 
managing of the instruction includes the demands and constraints of teaching and 
learning which provides choices for the school principals.  Furthermore, the manager’s 
choices in delegation will be limited by the work they are required to do themselves, 
either because they are not permitted to delegate it, or because the expectations th  they 
will do the work are too strong to make delegation politically feasible (Stewart, 1982).   
Stewart (1982) stated that “the work that managers must complete themselves is 
determined by the following factors: 
1. The extent to which they must be personally involved in the work of the unit 
for which they are responsible. 
2. Whom they must work with and the difficulty of these work relationships 
3. The expectations that others have of what they should do, and the 
consequences of not meeting these expectations. 
4. Bureaucratic procedures that cannot be ignored or delegated. 
5. Meetings that must be attended” (p. 4) 
Stewart described constraints as “the extent to which the work to be done by the 
manager’s unit is defined or the factors that limit what the jobholder can do.”  She 
specifically provided a summary of the common constraints (p. 5): 
• Resource constraints, including buildings, 
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• Legal and trade union constraints, 
• Technological limitations of equipment and process, 
• Physical location, 
• Organizational policies and procedures, and 
• Attitudes that influence what actions other people will accept or tolerate. 
Stewart’s findings indicate that managers have limitations in their choices to 
delegate work.  However, Stewart stressed that “the organization can seek to encourage 
managers to take a wide view of the possibilities in their jobs; to recognize choices and to 
think strategically about them” (p.38).  Stewart details the choices of “sharing of work,” 
“becoming an expert,” and “taking part in activities outside the organization” as options 
available to organizational leaders (p.42).  She described these choices as way  to “invite 
work or to substitute one kind of work for another” (p.48). Choices allow opportunities 
for team work and collaboration, distributed leadership and accountability a clear division 
of work and of responsibility, “work sharing,” and professional development (p.50).   
Researcher Sergiovanni (2009) referenced Stewart’s demands-constraints-choices model 
by stating that “within any demand-and-constraint set, there are always choices in the 
form of opportunities to do the same things differently and to do other things that are not 
required or prohibited” (p.46).  According to this perspective, principals can be most 
effective in their roles as instructional leaders if they lessen the demands and constraints 
of their jobs by “expand[ing] the area of choices” (p. 46).   
Stewart’s (1982) research provides a framework that identifies choices that 
managers have in their positions and defines the work that must be completed because of 
the demands and constraints of their jobs.  She also provided suggestions on how the 
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work can be done, which relates to one of the research questions in this study:  In lightof 
the demands and constraints of their positions, what strategies do high school principals 
adopt to aid them in their focus on instructional leadership?  As the principals in the 
current study chose to focus on instruction, they described how they did the work by 
using a particular leadership style or “frame” that aligned with the work of Bolman and 
Deal (2008).   
Reframing Leadership 
Leadership requires the ability to make decisions that meet the needs of the 
school, teachers, students, and parents; and good leadership ultimately translates i to 
school improvement. Bolman and Deal (2008) argue that the most effective leaders use 
multiple frames when making decisions. To illustrate this phenomenon, they developed 
four frames that can be used to analyze a situation from different perspectives and to 
make decisions about the best way to handle the state of affairs (Bolman & Deal, 2002; 
see Appendix E).  The four frames are as follows: 
• Political Frame – Bolman and Deal (2002) explain that schools are political 
entities because of two essential features:  "There are individuals and groups 
with different backgrounds, beliefs, and agendas and of different positions, 
race, ethnicity, social class and ideology. There are scarce resources – never 
enough money, time, or human energy to do everything or to give everyone 
all they want. Choices have to be made. The interplay of different interests 
and scarce resources inevitably leads to conflict between individuals and 
groups" (p.51).  
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• Human Resource Frame – Bolman and Deal posit that the school staff has a 
need to "feel safe, to belong, to feel appreciated, and to feel that [educators] 
make a difference" (p. 66). They suggest that within this framework, 
educators can respond to this need by empowering others to take on leadership 
roles, building on staff ideas and suggestions, establishing relationships, and 
acknowledging individuals for their successes and feedback.  
• Structural Frame - To operate effectively, school staff must have structure 
and clearly defined roles and responsibilities. Bolman and Deal  suggest the 
following structural arrangements:  "Clarify roles: Anyone who needs to be 
consulted, who has approval rights, who needs to be kept informed, and who 
is responsible; design groups for success rather than failure with four keys to 
success:  What are we supposed to do? What authority and resources do we 
have? To whom are we accountable? What are we accountable for?” and 
“shape a structure that fits – a workable structure has to fit the task and the 
people who will do it" (p. 84-86).  
• Symbolic Frame – Successful school leaders recognize the need for 
celebrations and ceremonies within a school building. Bolman and Deal 
suggest that principals, "Learn and celebrate the history, diagnose the strength 
of the existing culture, reinforce and celebrate the culture's strengths, and 
make transitions with ceremony" (p. 104-105).  
Bolman and Deal’s  premise is that leaders must look “at the same things from 
multiple lenses or points of view,” which is a “powerful tool for gaining clarity, egaining 
balance, generating new options, and finding strategies that make a difference” (p.22).  
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Using this four-frame model helped to identify how the four principals in the current 
study focused on instructional leadership.  The schools' demographics and principals’ 
leadership styles differed, but using Bolman and Deal’s four-frame model provided 
clarity about how these four school administrators chose to focus on instructional 
leadership.   
The Development of the Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework guiding this study was developed from the conceptual 
framing of demands, constraints and choices by Stewart (1982) and Bolman and Deal’s 
(2008, 2002) four-frame model for reframing leadership.  In order to draw specific 
attention to instructional leadership the MSDE's (2005) Maryland Instructional 
Leadership Framework was linked to these two conceptualizations  
Demands, constraints and choices. Rosemary Stewart’s (1982) work shows that 
administrators within the public sector have “choices [that] will be limited both y the 
extent of the demands and by the nature of the constraints” (p.6) (see Figure 2.2.).  She 
further describes the purposes of her framework: 
Demands, constraints, and choices can be used to understand any kind of 
managerial job, and other jobs as well.  The framework is useful because it 
provide a different way of thinking about jobs and about how individuals do time.  
In selection it can help in analyzing what a job is really like.  The framework can 
help in appraising how an individual does a job by enabling the appraiser to 
consider what is distinctive about the subordinates’ approach and to review how 
well this is matched to the needs of the job at that time.  Individual managers can 
use demands, constraints, and choices as a way of thinking about their job and of 
examining their approach to it. (p.9)  
Stewart also explains that “there are choices that are found in all or most manageri l jobs, 
such as emphasizing one aspect of the job more than another and taking actions to protect 
the unit for which one is responsible from disturbance” (p.9).  Applying this framework 
to the study of four high school principals’ experiences helped to identify the demands 
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and constraints they encountered, as well as their choices to focus on instructional 
leadership.  The framework includes questions that helped to distinguish between the 
principals' instructional and non-instructional demands.   
 

















The Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (MILF).  The MILF 
served as a lens for better understanding the four principals' perspectives on nstructional 
demands and choices.  MILF enabled the categorization of principals’ instructional 
demands and choices using eight leadership components:  
1) facilitate the development of a school vision;  
2) align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning;  
Pre - Analytical Framework
Adapted from Rosemary Stewart’s Choices 
For Managers
Constraints:
•The extent to which 
the work can be done 
because of  resource 



























Choices:  What work 
can be done and how the 
work is done
Choices within a defined 
area, in boundary 
management, and to change 
the area of work
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3) monitor the alignment of curriculum,  instruction and assessment;  
4) improve instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers;  
5) ensure the regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily classroom 
instruction;  
6) use technology and multiple sources of data to improve classroom instruction;  
7) provide staff with focused, sustained, research-based professional 
development; and  
8) engage all community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student and 
school success (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005). 
Bolman and Deal’s four-frame model. Stewart (1982) described choices as 
“what work was to be done and how the work was done” (p.5).  Using Bolman and 
Deal’s (2008) work on the four-frame leadership model, common behaviors of the 
principals and differences in making their choices were identified that focused on 
instructional leadership. The four frames include a Political Frame, Structural Frame, 
Human Resources Frame, and a Symbolic Frame.    
A combined conceptual framework. The choices of the four principals’ in the 
current study were analyzed, using both Stewart's (1982) and Bolman and Deal's (2002, 
2008) conceptual frameworks, to determine if the principals used a particular approach to 
focus on instructional leadership. Stewart’s model (see Figures 2.2 and 2.3) was modified 
to address purpose of the study and to answer the research questions. This revised 
framework shows the infusion of three major bodies of work:  Rosemary Stewart’s 
(1982) Demands-Constraints-Choices framework from Choices for the Manager; the 
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MILF, developed by the Maryland State Department of Education in 2005 and currently 
included in the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR); and Bolman and Deal’s (2002, 
2008) Four-Frame Model for Reframing Leadership.   
 
 



















The literature shows that the role of the principal has many dimensions. One of 
the key functions of the high school principal is to serve as an instructional leader. As the 
instructional leader of a school, the principal must first know the components of effectiv  
instruction and be skilled in improving student achievement. In addition, the literature 
presented evidence that instructional leadership required the cooperation with and 
delegation of tasks to key staff, including teachers and administrators or assistant 
principals. The work of instructional leadership requires a team effort, and the delegation 
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of responsibilities must be common practice for high school principals because of the size 
of the student enrollment.  
The problem with accomplishing the requisite level of cooperation is that high 
school principals have to juggle such diverse roles and responsibilities, many of which 
they must undertake themselves. They also are challenged by the demands of today's high 
school and it size, composition, and recent reform initiatives. The research question thi  
study seeks to explore is, “In light of the demands and constraints of their positions, what 
do high school principals choose to do in order to focus on instructional leadership?” This 
study was limited by the scope of the guiding conceptual framework based on Rosemary 
Stewart's (1982) work, the definition of instructional leadership as described in the 
Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework, and leadership styles of Bolman and 
Deal’s (2002, 2008) four-frame model. This study described the participating principals' 
perceptions of the instructional and non-instructional demands and constraints of their 
positions, and explored their individual choices to focus on the work related to 
instructional leadership.  
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This chapter presents the design and methodology of this study, beginning with an 
explanation of the purpose and the rationale for selecting inquiry qualitative case study 
approach.  The following section on data gathering methods and data collection tools 
provides an explanation of how the parameters of the study were established, how the 
schools and principal participants were selected, and how the conceptual framework was 
operationalized, how the sample was selected, and how the four high schools and 
principals were selected based on the school’s demographics, programs, and student 
achievement. The section concludes with a discussion of the data collection methods 
utilized in the study.  The chapter presents the researcher's approach to analyzing the data 
collected over the course of the study.  
Rationale for Case Study and Qualitative Research Methods 
A qualitative case study design was selected for this inquiry because it provided a 
unique mechanism for studying how high school principals focus on instructional 
leadership, in spite of the demands and constraints of their jobs. As Creswell (1998) 
explains, a quantitative approach– 
is an inquiry process of understanding based on distinct methodological traditions 
of inquiry that explore a social or human problem. The researcher builds a 
complex, holistic picture, and analyzes words, reports detailed views of 
informants, and conducts the study in a natural setting. (p.15) 
According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (2003), qualitative research traditions can be used to 
investigate the themes, patterns, and relationships in sample populations.   
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This study employed a case study approach to qualitative inquiry.  Creswell 
(1998) defines a case study as "an exploration of a bounded system or a case (or multiple 
cases) over time through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of 
information rich in context" (p. 61). The use of case study methods facilitated the 
development of an in-depth picture of the context which influenced each principal’s 
perceptions of demands, constraints, and choices of instructional leadership.  
Site and sample selection. Eastland School District, a suburban school system in 
Maryland was selected as the site for the study of a sample of high school principals.  At 
the time of the study, Eastland School District governed 26 high schools; the smallest 
high school served a student population of 584 with 70 staff members, and the largest 
high school enrolled over 2600 students served by over 200 staff members. I selected my 
sample of four high school principals from these 26 high schools using three selection 
criteria.  
First, I categorized the high schools based on their student enrollment.  As 
previously noted, at the time of the study Eastland School District was responsible for 26 
high schools with an average student enrollment of approximately 1720 students.  In 
order to capture this context, I first listed schools by enrollment from highest to the 
lowest, I then removed from the sampling pool those high schools the school with the 
lowest enrollment (less than 585) and the high school with the highest enrollment (over 
2680). The school with the lowest enrollment was a specialty high school concentrating 
in vocational education and students take only the vocational courses.  The high school 
with the highest enrollment was removed from the sampling because of its student 
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enrollment was so much larger than the other schools and the number of staff members 
and programs were different from the other schools.   
Second, I categorized the remaining schools by their locations within one of the 
four geographic areas that Eastland District uses to organize their schools; southeast, 
northeast, northwest, and central.  I then identified four target high schools t at 
maximized the student demographics and the program diversity of my sample.  I wanted 
high schools whose -American and Hispanic demographics were near or above 25% of 
the total population.  
Third, because my interest was in understanding instructional leadership practices 
by high school principals not under direct pressure to address the constraints imposed 
when the schools they led failed to meet requirements for demonstrating Adequate Yearly 
Progress (under the regulations of NCLB at the time of the study), I removed from 
consideration those schools in the district that had not met AYP targets. Thus, only 
schools whose student achievement had met benchmarks on state assessments, and that 
met my criteria of maximum diversity (outlined above), formed the final pool.  
Principal selection. Once I selected the sites I would examine, I identified the 
principals from each of these high schools and sent them an email inviting them to 
participate in the study.  Once I obtained written consent (see Appendix B), each 
principal was scheduled, by email, for a long interview at an agreed-upon location.   
Table 1, below, provides a demographic profile of the 26 high schools from which 










High School Student Enrollment in Eastland School District 
HS Area Students FARMS ESOL Sp Ed AA A H W 
School A SE 2681 30.6 9.3 6.1 29 18.6 26.4 25.8 
School B W 2459 4.2 2 8.9 5.8 34.6 4.8 54.6 
School C W 2110 2.4 0.3 11.6 6.6 24.3 5.4 63.6 
School D NE 2098 12.9 8.2 8.2 17 11.3 10.9 60.4 
School E NW 2025 16.2 0.1 13.4 31 16.6 16.8 35.7 
School F W 2003 5.8 5.8 14.5 9.5 14.5 13.3 62.3 
School G* C 2000 30.3 12.2 15.4 28 11 34.8 26.2 
School H  C 1971 23.7 5 11.5 19 14 23 43.4 
School I C 1953 15.6 7.1 8 17 24.5 15.9 42.4 
School J NE 1887 35.4 6.4 9.9 48 15.7 23.5 13.1 
School K W 1884 2.1 5.6 10.7 4.4 13.1 6.8 75.6 
School L NE 1805 22.3 0.8 7.7 47 20.3 12 20.4 
School M* NE 1800 20.4 1.4 8.8 41 10 14 35.1 
School N W 1777 8.6 4.1 7.7 16 7.5 13.7 61.8 
School O* NW 1700 17.1 6.9 12.8 18 14.2 18.2 49.6 
School P N 1653 23.5 6.3 11.3 32 16 20 31.7 
School Q C 1593 35.9 7.9 16.9 37 11.2 31.9 19.9 
School R SE 1570 37.3 10.6 13.9 23 10.8 43.9 22.2 
School S* SE 1502 41.5 9.2 12.4 42 10.9 35.8 11.3 
School T N 1420 10.4 0.1 12.4 8.3 5.1 11.9 74.3 
School U NW 1344 24.3 9 12.9 34 10.8 22.5 32.4 
School V SE 1323 31.4 8 14.4 35 6.3 34.3 24.5 
School W SE 1320 53.3 15.8 10.2 22 11.1 56.6 10.3 
School X C 1243 20.5 6.7 13.4 18 13.1 26.6 42.2 
School Y N 1049 3.8 0 5.3 5.7 17.7 4.3 71.5 
School Z SE 584 40.4 12.8 28.1 28 11.6 41.3 19.3 
Key: FARMS – Students on Free and Reduced Meals program, ESOL – Students who are 
English for Speakers of Other Languages. Sp Ed – Students who are receiving special education 
services, AA-African American students, A-Asian students, H-Hispanc students, and W-White 
students.  




It should be noted that this study was dependent upon school district approval of 
the study, and at their request, the identities of the schools and principals were not 
revealed. The permission for the study was sent for approval to the Deputy 
Superintendent and the Associate Superintendent of Research.  Permission was granted in 
December 2009. This approval allowed me to being sampling procedures outlined next. 
Data collection. Once sampling was complete and the invited principals had 
agreed to participate in the study between December 2009 and May 2010, I gathered data 
from three sources (a) public reports about each of the four schools (b) a survey 
questionnaire administered to each of the four principals, and (c) interviews lasting from 
one to one and a half hours with each principal.   
Survey. Prior to conducting interviews, each principal completed a written survey 
asking them to rate the factors of their jobs, as identified by Pounder and Merrill(2001) 
and to identify potential demands and constraints of their positions in the area of 
instructional leadership.  I made minor modifications to the Pounder and Merrill 
instrument to create a questionnaire that helped to establish background information 
about the principals and to identify the factors that influenced them in becoming a high 
school principal.  The results of the survey helped me identify potential demands; such as 
work problems, time constraints, management tasks, and fiscal management (see 
Appendix A). 
Long interviews. Once the surveys were completed, I conducted interviews with 
each principal.  I used a long interview format to elicit from the principals very detailed 
descriptions of demands, constraints and choices in their work. The interview questions 
addressed the research questions and the study’s guiding conceptual framework.  All 
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interview questions were based on Stewart's (1982) framework regarding demands and 
constraints on managers, and were restated in the context of the high school principal’s 
role.  The questions I asked were related to the primary research questions of this study: 
1. What do high school principals describe as the instructional and non-
instructional demands of their jobs? 
2. What do high school principals describe as job constraints that have an 
impact on instruction? 
3. In light of the demands and constraints of their positions, what do high 
school principals choose to do in order to focus on instructional 
leadership?    
During the initial long interview, the principals gave their perceptions of the non-
instructional demands, constraints, and instructional demands of their positions as they 
talked freely about their work as a high school administrator.   
Document and memo review.   School officials provided the link to the Eastland 
School District webpage to access school information such as student demographics, 
student performance on state assessments, staff demographics and the facilities.  Also job 
description memoranda and policies and procedures regarding the school district were 
available from the same link to the Eastland School District webpage.  Document and 
memo reviews were used to triangulate the data and responses from the principals and to 
develop follow-up questions intended to enhance clarity and obtain additional details 
from the informants   
Follow-up interviews. During the follow-up interviews, I shared with the 
principals the components of the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework, and 
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asked them to provide additional information pertaining to specific components of the 
framework. The follow-up questions provided additional information on the strategies the 
principals adopted to increase their focus on instructional leadership.  Since one of the 
principals had left Eastland School District, and another principal was promoted to a 
Central Office position, only two of the four principals were asked clarifying questions. 
The interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed.  I reviewed each transcription for 
accuracy and removed any identifying information. 
Data Analysis 
Data analysis was guided by the work of Stake (1995), who identifies four forms 
of data analysis for the type of case study employed in this inquiry: "categorical 
aggregation, direct interpretation, patterns, and naturalistic generalizations."  I used all 
four forms of analysis, first conducting a within case analysis of each principal’s data, 
and then conducting a cross-case analysis (comparing and contrasting the responses of 
the four principals). 
Within-case analysis. First, I uploaded transcripts of the interviews into a 
computer software program (NVivo). I then began to code statements from the transcripts 
as non-instructional demands, constraints, choices, and instructional demands (see Table 
2.). 
I then coded the principals' choices as instructional leadership, as defined by the 
MILF and Bolman and Deal's (2008) four frames1 (see Table 3).  Results of the within 
case analyses are presented in Chapter 4.  
 
 
                                                
1 Human resource, political, symbolic and structural 














Choices HR – Human Resources 
PF – Political Frame 
SyF – Symbolic Frame 
SF – Structural Frame 
 
Table 3 
Coding for Principals’ Perceptions 
 
Instructional 






Student Adult Learning 
Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
Instructional Practices 
Appropriate Assessments 





















Cross-case analysis. Once the background information about the schools and 
principals and the principals’ perceptions was described, patterns emerged in th  
principals' responses.  I looked for commonalities among the principals by reviewing the 
  63 
 
  
coding system that classified their actions when dealing with components of istructional 
leadership.  I also looked for differences among the principals either based on their 
schools or their experience as a school administrator.  The cross-case analyis w s used 
to provide an overview and to draw conclusions, which will be presented in Chapter 5.     
Standards of Quality and Ethical Issues  
Stake (1995) asserts that triangulation and member checking are necessary to 
assure the quality of a case study.  I verified "assertions" and "key interpretations" with 
two of the participants and provided rough drafts of the case studies to the participants in 
the study to verify the content. The other two participants were unavailable for follow-up, 
because one of them was no longer working for the school district, and the other principal 
was working in a Central Office position.  In order to enhance the validity of the study I 
identified a “critical friend” who worked as an administrator and could thus validate my 
interpretation of data.  As a principal, I had to remain objective and not become 
evaluative of the comments that the principals made during their interviews.   
Because participating principals wanted to speak freely it was important to e sure 
their anonymity.  In the final report, schools and principals’ names were changed to 
protect their identity.  The principals were asked to speak honestly about their 
experiences at their schools and to provide as much detailed information as possible.   
Summary 
 
 In summary, this chapter has outlined the case study method to develop an in-
depth picture of the context which influenced each principal’s perceptions of demands, 
constraints, and choices of instructional leadership.  This chapter described the research 
design, and the methodology used for collecting and analyzing the data. The results of the 
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data were used to describe each of the four case studies and to draw conclusions about the
choices of the high school principals in order to focus on instructional leadership as 
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In this chapter, I present the findings of a within-case analysis of demands and 
constraints described by the four high school principals who participated in this study. 
This chapter is divided into two main sections. The first section describes the 
demographics of the each of the four high schools, the backgrounds of the principals, and 
their descriptions of non-instructional demands, constraints, and instructional demands. 
The second section summarizes the principals’ perceptions of demands and constraints. 
These within-case analyses respond to the following research questions: 
1. What do high school principals describe as the instructional and non-
instructional demands of their jobs? 
2. What do high school principals describe as job constraints that have an impact 
on instruction? 
The Cases 
In this section, I present case studies of each of the four target high schools and 
provide with background information about the principals.  In addition, I present the 
description of the factors that caused the four informants to become high school 
principals and their perspectives of the non-instructional demands of their jobs. Table 4 



































Yrs of HS 
Principal 
Experience* 
Eastern 1500 SE 123.5 David 
Washington 
4 6 
Lexington 1800 NE 122 Susan 
Anderson 
13 13 
Reading 1700 NW 125 Patricia 
Hamilton 
4 4 
Ackerman 2000 Central 157 Sharon Carter 3 9 
*As of end of school year 2008-2009 
   
Case One: Eastern High School and Its Principal 
In this section I describe Eastern High School and its principal, David 
Washington.  I present the constraints and demands that Principal Washington describe  
as influencing his work.  
Eastern High School. Eastern High School is located in the southeastern section 
of the school district.  At the time of the study, the population consisted of 1552 students 
(approximately 43% African-American, 11% Asian-American, 36% Hispanic, ad 11% 
White).  Eastern High School is unique from other high schools because of its large 
Hispanic and African –American populations and 9.2% of the total population received 
instruction in English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL).  In addition, 41.5% of 
the student population participated in the Free and Reduced Meals Program (FARMS) at 
the time of the study, and 69.3% of the student population had participated in FARMS at 
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one time in their educational experience.  The mobility rate was 17.20%, the student 
attendance rate was 95.5%, and the graduation rate was 84.8%. 
Eastern High School offered Learning Academic Disabilities, Physical 
Disabilities, and Secondary Learning Center programs for its special education students, 
as well as Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate programs for students 
who have taken the necessary prerequisite courses and want to experience a rigorous 
program of study.  In addition, Eastern provides Career Pathway Programs, which are 
electives, and core courses and work experience to prepare students for post-secondary 
employment.  Each year between 2005 and 2009, Eastern met Adequate Yearly Progress 
targets, but struggled to meet state assessment targets for reading for ESOL and special 
education populations. The average SAT score was 1342 out of 2400 points. Eastern 
High School had 72.4 classroom teachers and 52.6 supporting services staff.  The 
administrative team consisted of one principal and three assistant principals.  There were 
10 department chairpersons, 18 special educators, and eight full-time counselors. 
 Principal David Washington of Eastern High School. David Washington, an 
African American male who had been principal of Eastern High School for four years at 
the time of the study, was recruited to his position from a nearby school district.   Mr. 
Washington had a total of 10 years of experience as an administrator (four years at 
Eastern, two years as a high school principal at another high school in the nearby school 
district, and four years as an assistant principal in Eastland School District).  He had 
taught high school English for six years before advancing to an administrative position, 
and he holds a master’s degree in educational administration.  
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Becoming the principal of Eastern High School. Principal Washington 
welcomed the idea of sharing the instructional and non-instructional demands that he 
faced at Eastern High School, as well as his motivation for becoming a principal.  He 
indicated that he became a high school principal because of his desire to make a 
difference in the lives of students, staff, and parents.  He explained that while pursuing 
his goal of becoming a high school principal, he sought to make changes in the school 
environment and to influence others.   While serving as a high school principal in the 
nearby school district, he had learned about the vacancy at Eastern High School and 
quickly submitted his application for the principalship.  He had worked in Eastland 
School District previously as an assistant principal, and according to Principal 
Washington, this new position was an “opportunity to display his leadership” as the 
principal of a high school.  He had no desire to work as a middle school principal, 
although he was certified to teach English in grades 6 – 12.  High school had been his 
passion, and he had left Eastland School District to serve as a high school principal in a 
troubled school district.  Returning to Eastland was an opportunity for him to display his 
experience and expertise in focusing on a school’s instructional program to the 
superintendent, area superintendent, and other administrators.   
Principal Washington described his leadership style as that of a chameleon, 
because he had to “adapt and adjust to different places.”  He felt he used a shared 
approach to leadership, an approach he learned when he played team sports.  He 
explained that he taught the team concept to his administrative team to faciliate an 
environment of camaraderie and collaboration.  Further, he highlighted the importance of 
establishing relationships, and stated that, as a principal, “you must build a relationship” 
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with staff and students.  He further stated that “the importance of relationships must be 
built [among the team in order to] know your team members’ strengths and weaknesss.”  
 Principal Washington’s perceptions of non-instructional demands. When asked 
about the non-instructional demands he faced in his position, Principal Washington first 
identified safety as a significant issue.  “Safety and security of the building is a huge 
piece, and the facility itself, which has nothing to do with instruction, but it has 
everything to do with setting up an environment that is appealing and is going to promote 
instruction.”  Principal Washington gave an example of how his building services staff 
affected instruction in the school building:   
The steps are an extension of the building.  Don’t wait for the outside person who 
cuts the grass to sweep the steps.  I should never walk up these steps and see that 
it’s a mess.  Now it has nothing to do with instruction but it’s the perception of 
coming into the building.  And it consumes time, but every morning when I’m 
walking around just kind of feeling the climate of the building, popping into 
classes and those type of things, it’s instruction but it’s also management in 
looking at the facility and the security of things. 
 
Principal Washington found that is was sometimes difficult to separate 
management issues from instructional concerns.  He gave an example of an incide t 
when students were in the hall without hall passes. The situation initially appeared to be a 
management issue, but soon led to concerns about instructional matters and 
considerations of why the teacher gave the students permission to miss a part of the class.   
Principal Washington felt that the school system’s requirements for principals to 
serve on committees or workgroups and meet monthly with the superintendent were 
another non-instructional demand.  This non-instructional demand required his 
attendance at a number of meetings that occurred during the day and resulted in his 
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absence from his school building.  These meetings could not be delegated to an assist t 
principal.   
Like other principals in the district, Principal Washington also served on special 
county-wide committees and workgroups. These workgroups often were scheduled 
during the instructional day or during the dismissal of school.  In addition to these 
external meetings, athletics and extracurricular activities served as additional non-
instructional demands on Principal Washington's time.  In his view, meetings, athletics, 
and extracurricular activities created “extra demands.”  He explained that af er a meeting, 
“we’re expected to come back to school, cover the games, and you don’t get home until 
ten thirty at night.” 
Principal Washington’s constraints. Principal Washington described a number of 
constraints during his interviews. For example, he felt that Eastland School District 
imposed a number of constraints he had not experienced in the district he had previously 
worked for as a principal.  He commented on the constraint of having 130 faculty and 
staff members and developing staff members new to his school, and working with 
experienced staff that were not performing as they should.  He further described the 
implications of hiring key staff positions; such as an assistant principal, guidance 
counselor, and two department chairpersons.   He stated that the “drawback [with hiring 
staff] is the time” that is takes to hire staff, identify areas of streng h and weaknesses, and 
develop specific professional development opportunities.    Principal Washington 
described the frustration of not having the authority to hire staff and noted that because of 
this district’s policy, he lost good candidates every year. He had experienced a d 
appreciated that greater autonomy in hiring at his previous school district.   
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Principal Washington‘s administrative team consisted of two male assistant 
principals and a female assistant principal. Washington noted that he had “no right-hand 
man or woman; it’s a team,” but he felt a need for more support in administration.   The 
allocation of assistant principals was based on the student enrollment in a school 
building.  Principal Washington expressed some frustration when he described his 
working relationship with Central Office staff.  He noted that while he arrived at work 
early, the Central Office staff might “not be there ‘til, at the earlist, maybe seven thirty,” 
and some Central Office staff conducted official business as late as “a quarter to five or 
five o’clock.  He indicated that the work schedule of Central Office staff was not always 
aligned with his schedule and school activities. The lack of congruity between his 
schedule and that of the Central Office staff proved a notable constraint fo Principal 
Washington. 
Principal Washington mentioned several constraints on his work as principal that 
stemmed from challenges with his school building's design and resources. For example, 
his school did not have “wireless throughout the building” for the administrators and staff 
to access the internet for their work in other parts of the building.  He noted a general 
dearth of technology in the building, although he acknowledged that the “Promethean 
boards were a great addition” to the classroom.   
Eastern High School sits on “little less than 30 acres” and the students “don’t have 
enough space” for practice fields.  Having the “dance floor on the second floor,” away 
from the Physical Education department, also created some scheduling and supervision 
issues.  Principal Washington stated, “We have money that can only be used for 
instructional materials, which is great; but in there, I cannot buy any more desks.”  
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Eastern High School receives a special grant that funds one of their special progrms, but 
Principal Washington saw a decrease in the financial resources during the year this study 
took place.  “For all the special programs that we have, the county has funded them.  I 
can’t say they funded them pretty well.”  He described other programs that were initially 
funded by Eastland School District, but each local school is beginning to fund these 
programs themselves. “We can’t afford to pay for all of them anymore.”   
Principal Washington’s perceptions of instructional demands. Principal 
Washington identified professional development for teachers and staff as a prominent 
instructional demand of his position.  He further described these instructional demands as 
the “the opportunity to be able to go into the classrooms, go in and observe what we 
believe should be effective instruction, but then coming up with support plans, being able 
to have a better analysis of their structural practices that are being delivered by the 
teacher every day.”  He labeled this process a demand because “you end up dealing with 
teachers who create issues outside of the instructional part of it that takes attention away 
from the delivery of the instruction, because you’re dealing with something else that’s 
impacting the relationships in the room, keeping them from being able to deliver that type 
of instruction because the relationships are poor, which therefore is going to impact” the 
classroom instruction.    The instructional demand of having high expectations for all 
students and teachers in a culture of continuous improvement included hiring the best 
teachers and providing effective professional learning communities where teachers plan 
collaboratively, review and grade student work, and monitor student performance.   
Another instructional demand that Principal Washington faced was the 
requirement that he complete the department chairperson evaluations.  Despite this 
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demand on his own time, he felt that not having the assistant principals write the 
evaluations of the department chairperson “helps those relationships with the assistant 
principal.”  He felt that the arrangement facilitated open communication between 
department chairpersons and assistant principals, since he/she would not be signing their 
evaluations.  “I think they [the assistant principals] can get a lot more done with the 
[department chairpersons], and it gets rid of that ‘us versus them’ type of attitude.”   
The instructional demand of using multiple sources of data to improve classroom 
instruction and meet the school district’s targets also was a priority for Principal 
Washington, and his supervisor had established targets for SAT, PSAT, honors and AP 
classes. “There are specific penalties for not meeting these targets. W ll, I guess the 
penalty would be having to have extra meetings [to address the targets]."   
Dealing with all community stakeholders seemed to be very important to 
Principal Washington, but he had worked with his community to “get them to understand 
that you can’t just walk into a building and expect to see the principal.”  He described 
that his parents were used to arriving to the school without appointments and demanding 
to see him about an issue involving their students.  He discussed times when he was not 
in the building and did not know the issues of the parents at that time.  Parents began to 
send email messages expecting a quick response, according to Principal Washington. He 
described the need for the community to have access to their principal and his responses 
to the community had to be timely and accurate.  Because these inquiries from the 
community dealt with instruction or student learning, Principal Washington describ d 
this work as an instructional demand.   
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 Case Two: Lexington High School and Its Principal 
In this section I describe Lexington High School and the principal, Susan 
Anderson.  I present the demands that Principal Anderson described as influencing her 
work. 
Lexington High School. Lexington High School is located in the northeastern 
section of the school district.  At the time of this study, the population included 1816 
students (41% African-American, 9.8% Asian-American, 14% Hispanic, and 35.1% 
White).  At Lexington High School, 1.4% of the school population received instruction in 
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL).  In addition, 20.4% of the student 
population participated in the FARMS Program, and 39.2% of the student population had 
participated in the FARMS at one time in their educational experience.  The mobility rate 
was 11.4%, the student attendance rate was 95.3%, and the graduation rate was 91%. 
Lexington High School offered Learning Academic Disabilities and 
School/Community-Based programs for its special education students.  The Advanced 
Placement program was offered for students who had taken the necessary prerequisit  
courses and wanted to experience a rigorous program of study.  In addition, Lexington 
provided Career Pathway Programs in the arts, business, computers, and humanities; 
which are electives; and offered core courses to prepare students for post-secondary work 
or work experience.  Each year between 2003 and 2009, Lexington met the Adequate 
Yearly Progress targets.  The average SAT score was 1490 out of 2400 points. Lexi gton 
High School had 85 classroom teachers and 53 supporting services staff.  The 
administrative team consisted of one principal, three assistant principals, and one 
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assistant school administrator.  The school had nine department chairpersons, 12 special 
educators, and seven full time counselors and one part-time counselor. 
Principal Susan Anderson of Lexington High School. Susan Anderson, a White 
female, had been principal of Lexington High School for 13 years. She was recruited 
from the ranks of middle school principals in the district.   Mrs. Anderson had 21 years of 
experience as an administrator (13 years at Lexington, five years at a middle school in the 
school district, and three years as an assistant principal). She taught theater for 16 years 
before advancing to an administrative position. She held a master’s degree in secondary 
education and a graduate certificate in educational administration.   
Becoming the principal of Lexington High School. Principal Anderson was one 
of the most experienced high school principals in the school district.  She indicated that 
she received numerous requests for interviews because of Lexington High School’s 
academic and athletic programs, the prestigious and distinguished accolades she had over 
the years for her effective leadership and training of future principals, and her community 
involvement.  Principal Anderson explained that she was chosen to serve as the founding 
principal of Lexington High School after serving as principal of a middle school in a h gh 
performing section of the Eastland school district.  She further indicated that she had 
taken the job because she wanted experience beyond her middle school background, and 
she described her desire for a school environment that was more diverse.  
As the first principal of Lexington, she was instrumental in the design of the 
school, which included not only the selection of school colors, mascot, and paint colors, 
but also the hiring of staff and development of school policies and procedures.  Principal 
Anderson described her leadership style as “empowering.”  She liked to be creative and 
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wanted to be hands-on without micromanaging.  “I love to build the capacity in other 
people.  And I feel like I was given a very unique opportunity to build something 
special.”  She commented that she wanted students, staff and parents to look back over 
their years at Lexington as a good experience and feel that the principal had been a 
positive factor in that good experience.   
Principal Anderson’s perceptions of non-instructional demands. When asked 
about non-instructional demands, Principal Anderson stated that “ultimately, everthing’s 
related to instruction.  While it may not look like it directly, two clicks away it’s related 
to instruction.”  However, she described time demands as an example of a non-
instructional demand.  She noted a difference between her work during the day and 
demands on her time after school hours.  “I love my day job, love it.  I don’t always love 
my night job because my night job is exhausting.  My night job is the additional time in 
hours that I put in, and sometimes it’s not even about what you’re there for, because that 
may ultimately be enjoyable.”   
Principal Anderson also discussed the demand to improve the supervision of her 
athletic program by observing and evaluating her athletic director.  Becaus  of problems 
during the athletic events, her involvement was critical.  She needed to conduct numerous 
observations of the athletic program and schedule numerous meetings with her athletic 
director, who had spent 39 years in the school system with 12 of those years at 
Lexington.  Also, she explained that certain events consumed her time, especially when 
students misbehaved in the school building.  She gave the example of an incident, prior to 
the homecoming pep rally, that had to be investigated by the assistant principals and 
security, and that required that she assess the situation to determine whetheror not to 
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cancel the pep rally. This incident consumed a significant portion time for Principal 
Anderson and her administrative team, as they focused on the management of the school 
and the safety of students and staff.  
Principal Anderson also gave the examples of facility issues that consumed her 
time.  The gym and auditorium lobby spaces were too small to provide a safe 
environment for students, and she and her team were forced to develop alternate plans 
when scheduling events.  Principal Anderson also described having issues with the 
heating and cooling systems, which had begun as an issue for her building services 
manager, but became an issue that she had to resolve with the Central Office sta .   She 
described how each of these factors contributed to the creation of an environment that 
was conducive to learning, as she explained, “some of it is just comfort of the 
temperature in your room.”   
 Principal Anderson’s constraints. Principal Anderson indentified one of the 
major constraints of her position as having “only four years to make a difference in a 
student’s life,” since they come to her school from so many different backgrounds and 
experiences.  Because Eastland School District placed such a strong focus on student 
achievement, the local high schools prioritized student performance on standardized tests. 
However, Anderson noted a “disconnect” with these demands and the “reality” among 
students.  She described the disconnect of meeting the school district’s student 
performance targets and recognizing student achievement even if the students di  not 
meet or exceed the performance targets.  She gave an example of students performing a 
certain score on the SAT, yet the “reality” is that some students will be cont nt with their 
SAT score in spite of the system’s target for SAT.  She explained that “reali y” of having 
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students to graduate from high school as their accomplishments and not the system’s 
demands of having students meet or exceed the school district’s student performance 
targets.    
Principal Anderson explained that an additional constraint involved the fact that 
key positions in her building had been filled either with newly hired staff members or 
staff members who have been in their position far too long.  She felt that she had been in 
Eastland School District a very long time, and that all of her mentors and supporters had 
left the field. “My heroes are gone,” she lamented, “There aren’t many heroes left when 
you’ve been around as long as I’ve been around, and that’s when you become a lot more 
self-sufficient and I think take on a different role.”   
Principal Anderson explained that hiring staff was becoming more complex, 
because the current staffing formula does not meet the needs of her school.  She 
explained, however, that she had become “very creative” in hiring staff members for 
positions in her building by reallocating the given staff allocations.  The staffing formula 
is calculated based on the projected student enrollment for the upcoming school year 
(Eastland School District, n.d).  at the time of this study she had gained new staff 
members in her building- two of the four administrators were new to their positions.  She 
commented on the need for additional assistant principals in her building and the need for 
building teacher leaders or department chairpersons to improve teaching and learning.   
Principal Anderson stated that her biggest funding source was the “cell phone 
tower” that was located on her school campus. Because of this mobile phone tower, 
Lexington received financial resources every year that were used at the principal's 
discretion.  According to Principal Anderson, these funds ensure that the school is “able 
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to do some things we might not have been able to do before.”  Principal Anderson further 
described the financial constraints that she regularly faces: 
So, yeah, that constraint is-- well, the other thing is we used to have a lot of 
money in the grant, and a lot of things that we could do for staff, we can’t do 
anymore.  And we lost hours for clubs and all those kinds of things, and the 
grant’s a real issue for us, because that was a huge-- it was $750,000 over five 
years.  It brought four team leaders in ninth grade, a release period.   
 
Principal Anderson highlighted several additional financial constraints, such as 
nonrenewable grants and school system policies that prevented her from purchasing 
instructional materials and realigning her teacher staffing allocations.  “In the old days, 
when you had a federal grant, there was a commitment from [Eastland School District] to 
pick up.  So, like the signature program, we used to get an additional 2.4 staffing.  We 
don’t get that anymore.”   
Principal Anderson noted that facility issues also proved a constraint, citig the 
fact that the school has “seven portables,” which meant the school district had to plce 
mobile classrooms on the school campus to relieve overcrowding in the main structure of 
the school building.  She also described the physical location of the auditorium and 
gymnasium and the heating and cooling of classrooms as “annoyances.”  Anderson noted 
that her building had insufficient computer labs, and that students and staff had 
inadequate access to technology.  “It creates 'haves' and 'have nots,' and that’s one of the 
things you have to manage.”   
Principal Anderson explained that working with her supervisor and other 
individuals in leadership positions also served as a constraint.  She described her working
relationship with the teacher union representative in her building as “positive” and 
commented that her “only grievance” with a staff “ended up turning around very 
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positively.”  Despite this positive relationship, she acknowledged that she did not have a
positive relationship with a previous supervisor, because the supervisor was 
“micromanaging” and “difficult to work with.” Since the previous supervisor left the 
position, she had developed “a wonderful relationship” with her current supervisor. She 
explained, “I feel like she trusts me to do the job.  She doesn’t micromanage me because 
I’m doing the job.  If I were not, she might have to be more directive.”   
Principal Anderson’s perceptions of instructional demands. Principal Anderson 
described the instructional demands as “everything." She explained, "It’s the all-
encompassing reason we’re here.  The demands, I think, go back to good hiring and a 
vision in hiring people who you know are going to accomplish what you want to see 
accomplished for students.”  She portrayed instructional demands as an “overarching 
umbrella – the lens that you look through at everything.” According to Principal 
Anderson, “instructional demands are bigger than just instruction.  They’re climate.”  In 
order to foster a positive climate, Principal Anderson suggested that principals have to 
“build a climate that makes people want to come to work with your students.”  She 
described this climate of learning, support and professionalism that would make staff and 
students want to come to school every day.  Principal Anderson described this school 
culture of student and adult learning as vital in a school building.  She felt that providing 
ongoing professional development opportunities for staff, as well as the human resources 
or other kinds of resources, support the school culture of student and adult learning.  The 
master schedule needed to support the vision of the school to support and advanced level 
courses for students and sufficient planning time for teachers.    
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Anderson also discussed the importance of hiring the best staff.  “If you put a lot 
of time into your hiring, you reap the rewards on the other end, because you’re not 
micromanaging.”  She clarified by much work goes into the hiring of staff which includes 
screening potential candidates and selecting the best person for the position.   She 
explained that hiring was the most important responsibility of her job, noting that she wa  
involved in every interview for a position in her school and never delegated the task to 
another administrator in her building.  By participating in every interview, she knew the 
strengths of each candidate and knew which one would be an asset to her school.  She 
stated the importance of “good hiring and a vision in hiring people who you know are 
going to accomplish what you want to see accomplished for students.”  Principal 
Anderson also noted  the value of  “knowing when you go in what you’re seeing in the 
class, what you’re seeing in the students, what the engagement looks like, what the tone, 
the climate.”     
Principal Anderson contended that the analysis of student data often proved 
another instructional demand of her position. Proper data analysis is particularly 
important when dealing with incoming students, identifying student needs, and 
programming students for academic achievement.  She scheduled the time to review data 
and work with her staff and community to program and provide opportunities for 
students.  She described these actions as her vision for the school which was “believing” 
in students.  “If you stop believing that you can make a difference and you can change 
lives and you can move kids beyond where they think they can go, then [it’s] time to go, 
time to retire.  You’re not in the right business.”   
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Case Three: Reading High School and Its Principal 
In this section I describe Reading High School and its principal, Principal 
Hamilton.  I present the constraints and demands that Principal Hamilton described as 
influencing her work. 
Reading High School. Reading High School is located in the northwestern 
section of the school district.  At the time of the study, the population was 1722 students 
(18% African-American, 14.2% Asian-American, 18.2% Hispanic, and 49.7% White).  
At Reading High School 6.9% of the total population received instruction in ESOL.  In 
addition, 17.1% of the student population participated in FARMS, and 33.9% of the 
student population had participated FARMS at one time in their educational experience.  
The mobility rate was 14.6%, student attendance rate was 94.8%, and the graduation rate 
was 88.8%. 
Reading High School offered Learning Academic Disabilities, Learning for 
Independence, and School/Community-Based programs for its special education students. 
The school offered a Multidisciplinary Education Training and Support program for 
students with interrupted education.   The Advanced Placement program was offered for 
students who had taken the necessary prerequisite courses and want to experience a 
rigorous program of studies.  In addition, Reading provided elective and core courses in 
their Career Pathway Programs to prepare students for post-secondary work or
experience.  Reading had met the Adequate Yearly Progress targets from 2007 to 2009 
but struggled to meet state assessment targets for reading for its ESOL and special 
education populations. The average SAT score was 1635 out of 2400 points. Reading 
High School had 79.6 classroom teachers and 74.6 supporting services staff.  The 
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administrative team consisted of one principal and three assistant principals.  The school 
employed seven department chairpersons, 20 special educators, and seven full time 
counselors.   
Principal Patricia Hamilton of Reading High School. Patricia Hamilton, a 
White female with 10 years of administrative experience, was recruited from the ranks of 
high school assistant principals in the district to lead Reading High. At the time of the 
study, she had served at Reading for four years. Prior to her six years as an assistant 
principal at two high schools within the school district, she served as an office assistant 
and technology specialist at two high schools in Eastland school district, and in three 
other states, before advancing to an administrative position.  She held two master’s 
degrees and a graduate certificate in educational administration. 
Becoming the principal of Reading High School. Of the four high school 
principals who participated in this study, Hamilton had the least experience in 
administration. She was among the few administrators in the school district who were 
promoted from the position of assistant principal to high school principal.  Principal 
Hamilton was appointed principal at Reading High School in late July 2006. She recalld 
that this date of appointment caused her to miss the annual Summer Instructional 
Leadership Team meeting held in early July.  Principal Hamilton indicated that this 
annual summer meeting with school administrators, department chairpersons, students, 
and parents was very important because it was during that meeting that decisions were 
made on school policies and procedures for the upcoming school year.  To make up for 
her inability to participate in the Summer Instructional Leadership Team meeting, 
Principal Hamilton scheduled an additional week for the school-based Instructional 
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Leadership Team to reconvene and decide on their focus for the upcoming school year.  
She indicated that this was intentional because she needed to make great changes in the 
building, based on feedback from her predecessor and her supervisor.   
Principal Hamilton described her leadership style as “very hands-on,” but not 
“micro-managing.”  She has been described as “intense” by her staff.  “I try desperately 
not to be.  I don’t think I can hide it, from anybody. You know?  I think if we decide 
we’re going to do it, we’re going to do it.” 
Principal Hamilton’s perceptions of non-instructional demands. Principal 
Hamilton described the non-instructional demands she faced as “a lot of just life things.”  
She noted that some examples of these “life things” included the matters in the school 
building, such as overheated third floor classrooms, insufficient paper towels in the 
restrooms, malfunctioning Xerox machines, and a shortage of financial resourc  fo  
textbooks and instructional materials for students.  Principal Hamilton stated that these 
non-instructional demands are the “managerial tasks” that she felt were impossible to 
resolve because they kept reoccurring.  She gave a humorous description of herself as the 
“major trash picker upper at lunch, or straightener.”   
Principal Hamilton felt that principals had a lot of mandated meetings that 
required them to be out of their buildings.  She was involved in several of the school 
district’s committees, such as “principal advisory groups or committees mandated by 
Central Office.”  She traveled with the superintendent and other administrators o Taiwan 
to meet with the Ministry of Education regarding public education policies and 
procedures. Hamilton also attended a number of other mandatory engagements, such as 
the superintendent’s meetings and the high school principals’ meetings.  On one 
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occasion, Principal Hamilton had to deal with an incident at her school and missed a good 
portion of the high school principals’ meeting.  Her supervisor called her, asked where 
she had been, and cautioned her not to miss another meeting.   
She indicated that staff and students noticed when she was off site, and expressed 
their displeasure at her absence from the building.   To counteract these absences, she 
held numerous meetings with student leaders, such as the club presidents, Student 
Government Association members, and student athletes. Principal Hamilton commented 
on the pressure of numerous time demands on her position, and likened her job to that of 
“a juggler." She went on to explain jokingly that, "one day, you realize one of those ball 
is your head.  Yes, I work very hard to fit all of it in.  There are demands on my job about 
being visible in the community and at school events, and attending a wide variety of 
things.”  She felt that she was a lazy principal, because she arrived at work at seven 
o’clock in the morning.  She admitted that her "late" arrival was due to her one-hour 
commute to work. She explained that she did not arrive home until seven o’clock at 
night, even when there were no evening meetings.  According to Principal Hamilton, 
other time demands included the time she spent conferring with her assistant principal, 
problem-solving difficult situations involving students and staff, and preparing for the 
school's graduation ceremony.   
During Principal Hamilton’s first year at Reading, the principals of the schools 
feeding her high school met and talked frequently, but Principal Hamilton was not a part 
of these meetings.  Instead, as a first-year principal, she was assigned a mentor principal 
with whom she was expected to meet and share issues and concerns. Once she completed 
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her first year as the principal, she was able to reestablish professional working 
relationships with her colleagues.  
As wonderful as the mentoring program was, Principal Hamilton felt that it 
“isolated you from your colleagues.  Because if you’re spending two hours every we k 
having the mentor advise you, you don’t have enough time left to go ask the same 
question” of your colleagues.  In addition, this mentor principal came to her building 
every week and stayed at least two hours, which took away from the time she could 
devote to her school.  She also described having unannounced visits from Central Office, 
such as representatives from Safety and Security or the Recycling Team.   
Principal Hamilton’s constraints. Principal Hamilton described her biggest 
constraint as the “working relationships” with her assistant principals, department 
chairpersons, parents, and supervisor.  She had one experience with a site-based 
management team prior to her principalship at Reading, and that was a “multi-
stakeholder” group of “school administrators, teachers, students, parents, and community 
members.” She felt that a site-based management team was a group with established 
members, and she felt that there needed to be “a lot of consideration given to trying to get 
a really diverse representation of students and parents” to serve with the group.  She 
believed that there needed to be “some different voices at the table” in order to get 
stakeholders input and have a strong management team.   
She concentrated her efforts to improve the leadership team at Reading and 
focused on her staff.   She felt that the assistant principals and department chairpersons at 
Reading “worked with a different set of expectations” when focusing on instructional 
leadership.  She even described a conversation with a teacher who stated that “male 
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principals were principals and female principals were mothers,” and her respons to the 
teacher was “Excuse me!”  She explained that staff felt that because she wa  accessible, 
she was considered a mother, but she continued to maintain her accessibility.   
Dealing with this type of perception required her to prove her qualifications as a 
principal and to build relationships with her staff.  She stated, “I spend time in 
departmental offices, because I want to spend time hearing some things on theirturf.  So 
although, technically, I’m supervising halls or students at lunch, I may drop in some 
places for ten minutes.”  She felt the need to build capacity among her team and 
especially with her leaders and assistant principals.  Principal Hamilton stated that her 
leaders and assistant principals “have to understand where we’re going [as a school].  
And they have to not be afraid of it, which of course, they are part of the time.”  This 
constraint involved building the capacity within her staff and working relationships with 
her assistant principals, department chairpersons, and staff.   
According to Principal Hamilton, at Reading, the parents’ only involvement was 
“to run the concession stand and raise money for athletics.” She further explained, “It 
took me a while to figure out how to work productively with groups of parents and to 
actually be able to get them to be partners in working within the school.”  She had to 
expand the parents’ involvement in other areas of the school community that included 
“[the] college fair and mock SAT testing.”  The parents “do not support in the main 
office or counseling because [they] might see a moment [where a student might not 
display his or her best conduct].”  She further explained that she was able to get parents
to support departments by assisting with some paperwork for teachers.  This limited 
participation of parents in the instructional program caused Principal Hamilton to explore 
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other ways in which parents can be involved in the school community and instructional 
program.      
Principal Hamilton's working relationship with her supervisor also served as a 
constraint on occasion. She described the relationship as “very supervisory; it is very
hierarchical.”  She further explained that her supervisor is “devoted to achieving the 
performance targets or addressing any problem that landed on the desk.”  Her boss 
communicates with Principal Hamilton “by email,” and requested information has a 
“short turnaround time.”  She felt that her supervisor does not have the experience or 
knowledge of the job of a high school principal, and other “people outside of the school 
building don’t really understand that kind of dynamic.”   
Principal Hamilton described other constraints, such as financial resources and 
management.  “I can’t spend over a certain amount of money without asking the Chief 
Financial Officer’s office to approve it.”  She felt that the school never has enough 
financial resources.  “I’m constrained by what they give me, in the end.”  She wanted 
more computers and other technology in the building, but did not have the resources to 
purchase the necessary equipment.   
The teacher staffing allocation also was “somewhat constrained” becaus  of her 
need to hire additional teachers to meet the needs of students.  Principal Hamilton felt 
that principals were bound by the content of the teachers’ contract and their recent loss of 
cost of living increases and benefits.  To her, since the workforce did not receive raises, 
that meant that staff was “asked to work under pressure” and to be “held accountable” for 
improved results in student achievement without what they perceived as fair 
compensation. As a result, she felt that staff members were under “enormous pressure.”   
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She described concerns regarding staff members’ commitment to their jobs and 
students.  Sick leave was used frequently throughout her building and the school had a 
high suspension rate of minority males during Principal Hamilton’s first year at Reading.  
“One teacher quit after the first week of school, and [there were] several who quit” either 
after the first month or first marking period of a school year.  She described a school
environment of students and staff with low expectations and questioned whether teac s 
were providing rigorous instruction.   
Principal Hamilton spoke positively about her administration team and described 
her team as “very strong.” However, she revealed specific information that presented 
challenges to the cohesiveness of the team.  The school employed four assistant 
principals, and the newest member was not “liked” by others according to Principal 
Hamilton.  Two of her assistant principals were new to the position, and the other two 
were “inexperienced.”  She stated that they were “very new” to the administrative 
positions which she later defined as having less than three years of administrative 
experiences.  She also noted that the previous principal did not hold weekly leadership 
team meetings, and department chairpersons would not attend Principal Hamilton’s 
meetings regularly during her first year as principal.     
Principal Hamilton also described her school building as a constraint and 
explained, “Right now, I don’t have enough space.” She felt that she had “too many 
special programs with special needs for space” at her school.  She mentioned that while 
the school had classroom portables on campus at one point, they were relocated to 
another school.  “We don’t have them right now, but we’re kind of cramped.”  Other 
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issues have arisen because Reading was a relatively older school.  The elevator failed 
regularly and she had “gone two months being absolutely not wheelchair accessible.”  
Principal Hamilton’s perceptions of instructional demands. Principal Hamilton 
commented that her instructional demands included the oversight of the “entire 
instructional program and its delivery.”  She explained that she was always thinking 
about the direction of the school and about “pursuing new programs or taking an existing 
program in a different direction.” She felt that this work was not an exceptional or 
unusual demand, but rather served as an expected component of “the work” of the 
instructional leader of the school.   
As part of her role as an instructional leader, she felt the need to stay abreast of 
the aptitudes and abilities of her teachers. She also made it her job to know which 
teachers needed to improve their skills.  To this end, Principal Hamilton stayed “very 
involved with the delivery of instruction in the classroom by conducting classroom 
observations and scheduling many conferences with teachers.”   
Principal Hamilton also identified relationship building with external stakeholders 
as a demand of her position. For example, she encouraged parents to accept shared 
responsibility for students and school success.  She felt that it was very important that 
principals were “working with parents to try to make sure that we’re both working 
together in the best interest of the child and to get the kid the best education 
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Case Four: Ackerman High School and Its Principal 
 In this section I describe Ackerman High School and its principal, Sharon Carter.  
I present the constraints and demands that Principal Carter described as influenci g h r 
work. 
 Ackerman High School. Ackerman High School is located in the center of the 
school district.  At the time of this study, the population consisted of 2002 students (27% 
African-American, 10.4% Asian-American, 33.8% Hispanic, and 28.7% White).  At 
Ackerman High School, 12.2% of the total population received instruction in ESOL.  In 
addition, 30.3% of the student population participated in FARMS, and 57% of the student 
population had participated in FARMS at one time in their educational experience.  The 
mobility rate was at 17.7%, student attendance rate was at 94.3%, and the graduation rate 
was at 89.2%. 
Ackerman High School offered a Bridge Program; as well as Learning Academic 
Disabilities, Learning for Independence, and School/Community-Based programs; for its 
special education students. Ackerman also provided a Multidisciplinary Education 
Training and Support program for ESOL students.   The Advanced Placement program 
was offered for students who had taken the necessary prerequisite courses and wanted to 
experience a rigorous program of study.  In addition, Ackerman High provided Career 
Pathway Programs such as computer technology and business which are electives and 
core courses to prepare students for post-secondary work or work experience.  Ackerman 
High had met the Adequate Yearly Progress targets since 2005, but struggled to meet the 
state assessment targets for reading for its ESOL and special education populations.   The 
average SAT score was 1514 out of 2400 points.   The school had 91.4 classroom 
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teachers and 71 supporting services staff.  The administrative team consisted of on  
principal and four assistant principals.  The staff also included eight department 
chairpersons, 24.8 special educators, and 8.5 counselors.   
Principal Sharon Carter of Ackerman High School. Sharon Carter, an African 
American female who had been principal of Ackerman High School for three years at the 
time of the study, was recruited from a nearby school district.   Principal Carter h d a 
total of nine years of experience as an administrator (three years at Ackerman, six years 
at another high school in a nearby school district, and one year as an assistant principal at 
that high school).  She taught special education for nine years before advancing to an 
administrative position. She held a master’s degree in secondary education, another 
master’s degree in educational administration, and a doctorate in educational leadership.  
Becoming the principal of Ackerman High School. Principal Carter had interviewed 
for a high school position in Eastland School District before, but she did not accept the 
position and decided to remain in a nearby system.  She accepted the high school 
principalship one year later and began work at Ackerman, a school with a high principal 
turnover. Principal Carter was the fifth principal at Ackerman in six years.  She sought to 
provide stability and continuity in school policies and procedures by recreating school 
pride and civility in her building.   
Well-versed in addressing the demands and constraints of the high school 
principalship, but new to this school district, she described some challenges during her 
first year with staff, parents, and community members who had held positive feelings for 
the previous principal.  She knew she had to “place her signature” on the school without 
tarnishing the reputation of the previous principal, who had been moved to another high 
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school by the superintendent.  The local newspaper ran articles expressing concerns about 
whether or not Principal Carter could handle a large and diverse school like Ackerman, 
since she had come from a much smaller school district and high school. From the 
beginning of her appointment, she felt she had a lot to prove to her staff, students, and the 
local community about her ability to effectively lead the school. 
Principal Carter described her leadership style as that of a coach.  She viewed 
herself as the head coach who sought to “work with a team with goals.”  She described 
her assistant principals as her assistant coaches and explained the need for collaboration 
and the development of “our game plan.”  She further described herself as a 
“collaborative, visionary and strategic thinker.”  She considered herself to be very open-
minded and did not believe that she was the only one with the answers.  “When you look 
at what a head coach does, take a football coach, they have somebody that does offense, 
somebody that does defense and people who have specialties, you know, they work with 
the defensive back, the quarter back, the kickers.  The head coach doesn’t know all th se 
things but when you bring it together as a team, you know on game day, we’re ready.”
Principal Carter’s perceptions of non-instructional demands. Principal Carter 
identified the non-instructional demands of her position as “management pieces:”   
To have a safe school – safety deals with not just the building and making sure 
everything – your building, the facilities and things like that are safe. You have 
snow, you got to make sure everything is safe, the sidewalks are clear of ice. You 
got all those kinds of things, but you’re also dealing with safety – making sure 
that students feel safe in your school.  So you’re making sure that you’re bully-
free, that the whole drugs and weapons and all of that kind of stuff, and the 
discipline, that kids feel safe coming to school and that you have an environment 
conducive to instruction.  Respect and responsibility are important to learning.  
That’s non-instructional, but it ties into instruction. So all the safety piece, 
disciplinary, your facilities, and you’re dealing with buses and transportation nd 
you’re dealing with your food services.   
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Principal Carter listed many other considerations outside the area of instruction:  
In a high school, you’re dealing with vendors, you’re dealing with graduation, 
you’re dealing with trying to get a graduation speaker, I mean, all kinds of other 
demands, and although it’s done as a collaborative process so it’s not like the 
principal works on an island and works alone, but you are responsible for it, and 
that’s what makes it a demand. 
 
Principal Carter shared that much of her time was spent in meetings that she fel
were mandatory.  “Maybe things can be delegated, but you just feel the need to take care 
of it yourself.  A lot of things can be done collaboratively, and there are some things at 
you can delegate pieces of it, but in the end, it falls on the principal.”   
Principal Carter’s constraints. Although Principal Carter noted a number of 
constraints that were similar to those mentioned by the other principals in this study, she 
also noted several factors that helped to counteract the impact of many constraints. For 
example, she noted that her positive relationship with her supervisor diminished a 
number of constraints on her leadership practice that she might have otherwise f lt.  She 
viewed him as “supportive," and stated, "I feel comfortable asking questions and asking 
for advice in situations.”  Her supervisor established the type of relationship that made 
his principals feel at ease.  She expressed that she felt “comfortable talking o him and 
walking through things and sharing with him [her] thoughts and getting feedback from 
him or asking questions.”  According to Principal Carter, “While he was demanding, he 
had high expectations and high standards” for the school and his principals.  In her view, 
this supportive supervisory relationship was a valuable tool in her efforts to succes fully 
address all of the constraints and demands that principals must face on a daily basis. 
Principal Carter also felt that she had a “very good” and “very strong” leadership 
team, including four assistant principals. She explained that all but of the assistant 
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principals had “a lot of experience.” Furthermore, she felt constraints on her role were 
diminished because her leadership team was “very diverse,” (including parents who were 
regularly involved in the monthly parent meetings and who actively served on her 
leadership team), and was “very involved in the decision making process for how we 
develop programs and policies and procedures.”  Team members were “willing to do 
what it [took] to get the job done.”  
While she recognized the strength of her team, she acknowledged that teachers in 
the school had “mixed feelings” about the administrative team, largely because of the 
history of turnover of principals. She noted that she faced concerns over leadership by 
faculty and staff who voiced their frustrations by asking Principal Carter “How long are 
you going to stay?”  
While the above relationships proved helpful in achieving her goals for the 
school, Principal Carter noted that her relationship with the school union representatives 
often proved a challenge. Although her relationship with the union was “getting better,” 
she acknowledged the constraints it often created because teachers “won’t work beyond 
the contract” to support students.  As a result, she felt that the “contract that the teac rs 
have limits what we can do for kids.” At the same time, she indicated that the school 
union representatives were members of the leadership team, and she considered their 
involvement limited options for teachers that had a negative impact to the school.  Te 
union representatives needed a student advocate who was led by a broadly based 
coalition of constituents.    
Turning to the resource constraints on her work as an instructional leader, 
Principal Carter noted that although she had “an adequate school budget," she often faced 
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“constraints on how the money” was spent.  For example, she noted that she did not have 
the autonomy to “hire additional staff members” because of the staffing guidelines and 
financial restrictions.  Additionally, she did not have the flexibility to purchase 
technology and other “materials of instruction” to support innovative ideas from staff. 
She felt that teachers were “feeling stressed.”  Not only had teachers not “gotten a raise,” 
but she was unable to provide incentives and rewards because she had only a “certain 
amount of money…to recognize and support” her staff.   
Like the other principals in this study, Principal Carter described a number of 
facility problems that served as constraints on her work as instructional leader.  “We have 
an older school….We don’t have as many [computer] labs as we would like to have.”  
Teachers at Ackerman High School also did not have the work space environment, such 
as “seminar rooms,” to provide unique opportunities for learning and academic support. 
The school had insufficient classrooms and lacked adequate “space for some of our clubs, 
like our student government and our newspaper,” to work as a large group.   In addition, 
Ackerman High School had “mobile units,” or portable classrooms, that Principal Carter 
felt “isolate[d] some teachers.”   
 Principal Carter also mentioned the constraint of not having autonomy to “hire 
additional staff members” because of the staffing guidelines and financial restrictions.  
The staffing guidelines are based on the projected student enrollment (Eastland School 
District, n.d.), and can be limiting.  She stated that the staffing guidelines and policies can 
be “very restraining, as far as allowing us to think outside the box-- things that we need to 
do for our kids and how we use our staffing and how we use the resources that we have.”  
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Principal Carter described these constraints as limitations and restrictions that impacted 
how she conducted her work as an instructional leader.  .   
Principal Carter’s perceptions of instructional demands.  Principal Carter felt 
that “every day relates to instruction because we’re responsible for the instruction at this 
school.”  This broad focus had specific ramifications for her work.  For example, 
Principal Carter viewed requests for meetings with parents, the media, and other 
members of the community as instructional demands; because she felt that certain 
requests could not be delegated.  “Some people just want to see the principal, and dealing 
with the press, dealing with some of the community stuff, things that people want to see 
the principal.”  While she realized the importance of these interactions, she also 
recognized that they often took away from time allotted to oversight of the school 
building. Principal Carter also viewed pressures from her supervisor and the school 
district as instructional demands, as they sought to ensure that the school achieved and 
meet certain instructional targets.   
Generally, Carter identified instructional demands as “what’s happening in 
classrooms” and her work as that of “working with the leadership team of the school.”  
She felt that meeting these instructional demands entailed “making sure that [the school's 
operations are] all fully functional, [and her role as] ultimately being responsible for it 
all.”   
She also noted the importance of “getting in classrooms as much as you can, 
being visible, overseeing and making sure your scheduling is done properly.”  She 
asserted that principals must know “what’s happening in the classrooms, what we need to 
do to increase student achievement, looking at your data and how to make decisions that 
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relate to instruction,  and what needs to be done.”  She identified these responsibilities as 
demands because of the pressure that is placed on high school principals to produce a 
certain level of academic achievement.  “Some of that’s outside pressure and some of it’s 
just your own personal pressure because you want your school to be the best, you want 
your kids to have the best, and you want students to be prepared for whatever it is that 




In Chapter 4, I presented the findings that addressed the first two research 
questions: 
1. What do high school principals describe as the instructional and non-
instructional demands of their jobs? 
2. What do high school principals describe as job constraints that have an impact 
on instruction? 
 
The chapter presented data collected from four high school principals with different 
backgrounds and experiences, who worked at schools with dissimilar student 
demographics, staff, and programs.  .   
Data from interviews with the four high school principals in Eastland School 
District revealed a number of constraints on their ability to fulfill their roles as 
instructional leaders.  Rosemary Stewart (1982) described constraints as “the extent to 
which the work to be done by the manager’s unit is defined or the factors that limit what 
the jobholder can do.”  She specifically provided a summary of the common constraints 
(p. 5): 
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• Resource constraints, including buildings, 
• Legal and trade union constraints, 
• Technological limitations of equipment and process, 
• Physical location, 
• Organizational policies and procedures, and 
• Attitudes that influence what actions other people will accept or tolerate. 
Following Stewart’s (1982) work, in this chapter I described the constraints 
created by (a) the physical location of the school building; and (b) organizational policies 
and procedures (pertaining to students, staff, and educational programs).  Beyond thse 
two sets of constraints, the four high school principals described additional constraints 
that have an impact on instruction. Table 5 summarizes the constraints noted by the four
high school principals.   
Summary of instructional and non-instructional demands. After interviewing 
the four high school principals in Eastland School District about the demands and 
constraints that impact their work as instructional leaders, I found evidence that all of the 
principals faced demands from different stakeholders.  Stewart (1982) described demands 
as “having to do certain kinds of work, and the overall satisfying of certain criteria.”  She 
summarized different kinds of demands as including: 
• Overall meeting minimum criteria of performance, and 
• Doing certain kinds of work, such as the extent to which personal 
involvement is required in the unit’s work, who must be contacted and the 
difficulty of the work relationship, contacts’ power to enforce their 
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expectations, bureaucratic procedures that cannot be ignored or delegated, 
and meetings that must be attended. (p. 3) 
In Eastland School District, the job description for a high school principal reads as 
follows: the principal “is responsible for administering and supervising the to al school 
program and providing educational leadership for the students and staff members  
consistent with the educational goals of the community.  Functions of positions in the 
classification vary and include establishing a climate conducive to learning, defining 
roles, planning and coordinating programs, effecting change, and decision-making” 
(Eastland School District, n.d.).   
In my efforts to address Research Question #1: What do high school principals 
describe as the instructional and non-instructional demands of their jobs?  I first 
examined the non-instructional demands that the four principals felt affected their work 
as instructional leaders.  These demands are summarized in Table 6 below.   These 
demands are aligned with the findings from the study of Pounder and Merrill (2001).  The 
data will be analyzed across the four case studies in Chapter 5.   
This inquiry also examined the instructional demands perceived by the four 
principals. Each of the principals described a number of such demands that significantly 
impacted their ability to fulfill their roles as instructional leaders. Their responses are 
summarized in Table 7.  In the right hand column of this table I listed the specific 
dimensions of the Maryland Instructional Framework that aligned with each of the 
instructional demands identified by the principals.   
 
 




Summary of Principals’ Perceptions of Constraints 








Overcrowding of school and portables; 
student enrollment 
X X X X 
Staffing allocations and formulas to 
staff schools 
X X X X 




Facility issues and concerns X X X X 
Technology in the building X X X X 
Only have 4 years to make a difference 
in a student’s life 
 X 
  
Working with supervisor; knowledge or 
experience of high schools 
 X X X 
Financial resources to purchase 
instructional materials/insufficient 
X X X X 
Strict guidelines for purchasing 
instructional materials, furniture, 
computers, etc. 
X X X X 
Meetings and  working relationship 
with union representatives in school 
 X X X 
Teacher Contract and duty day   X X 
Number of assistant 
principals/knowledge and experience 
X X X X 
Job performance of department 
chairpersons 
X X X X 
Parental involvement in school 
activities 
  X X 
Contract issues regarding raises, benefits 
and responsibilities 
  X X 
Providing stability to a school with a 
high principal turnover 
   X 
New staff in key positions X X X X 
Increased use of technology and 
replacing basic of teaching / limited 
instructional strategies 
X 
   
Lack of principal involvement in initial 
screening / hiring of teacher candidates.  
(Central Office staff hire teachers) 
X 










Summary of Principals’ Perceptions of Non-instructional Demands 
 










Time – many meetings including 
meetings with stakeholders and 
participation in committees 
X X X X 
Final decisions regarding complaints 
and issues 
X X X X 
Difficult conversations about 
performance of non-teaching staff  
X X X X 
Building relationship with supervisor  X X X X 
Making people feel good  X 
  





School events including athletics X X 
 
X 
School facilities; maintaining a clean 
building; resolving issues such as 
overheating, toilet paper, Xerox 
machines, furniture in offices 
X X X X 




Staff grievances and complaints; 
parent complaints 
 X X 
 
Personal and Family demands such as 









Working behind the scenes to 
accomplish program or goal 
  X 
 
Visibility in halls, offices, cafeteria, 
etc. 
X X X X 
Seasonal events such as registration and 
graduation 
  X 
 
Responding to emails and phone 
messages 
  X X 
School safety and food services    X 










Summary of Principals’ Perceptions of Instructional Demands with MILF Standards 
 
MILF:  Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework:  1 – Facilitate the development of 
a school vision; 2 – Align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning; 3 – 
Monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; 4 – Improve 
instructional practices through the purposeful observation and evaluation of teachers; 5 – 
Ensure the regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily classroom 
instruction; 6 – Use technology and multiple sources of data to improve classroom 
instruction; 7 – Provide staff with focused, sustained, research-based professional 
development; and 8 – Engage all community stakeholders in a hared responsibility for 
student and school success.  
 
 















X  X  1, 3 
School climate; build so 
people want to come to work 
and school 
X X X  2 
Student performance 
achievement including 
pressure from supervisor 




X X X 
 
2, 3 
Student behavior X X   1, 2 
Owning everything   X X X  
Difficult conversations with 
staff about work performance 
X X X X 2, 4, 7 
Observations and 
Evaluations 
X  X X 4, 7 
Meeting system’s targets and 
monitoring work from 
supervisor 
X X X X 1, 3, 6 
Working with stakeholders – 
parents, students 
X X X X 
 
8  
Teachers teaching and 
utilizing technology and data 
to inform instruction and to 
maintain communication with 
students and parents 
 X X  6, 7 
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These findings provide insight into their perceptions of the demands and 
constraints the principals face, in their positions, on a daily basis. Despite the differ nces 
in these principals' background, experience, and school environment, their schools all 
maintained high levels of student achievement under the leadership of these individuals, 
yet faced uncommon non-instructional demands and constraints.  The  next chapter 
details a cross-case analysis of these findings that will provide further insight into each 
principal’s perceptions of the demands and constraints that led to the principal’s choices 
to focus on instructional leadership. 

























The previous chapter provided a within-case analysis of the findings and 
responded to the first two research question examined in this inquiry:  
1. What do high school principals describe as the instructional and non-
instructional demands of their jobs? 
2. What do high school principals describe as job constraints that have an impact 
on instruction? 
Chapter 5 responds to the third research question addressed in this study: 
3. In light of these demands and constraints, what do high school principals 
choose to do in order to focus on instructional leadership?   
 In the response to this question, I defined “instructional leadership” as actions that meet 
the outcomes specified as “evidence of practice” by the Maryland State Departm nt of 
Education's (2005) Instructional Leadership Framework (MILF).    
This chapter presents the findings of the cross-case analysis of transcripts of 
recorded interviews with the four high school principals participating in the study.  In this 
analysis, I compared the strategies that the principals adopted to maintain their focus on 
instructional leadership, in spite of the demands and constraints of their jobs.  I 
considered how their responses reflected “the work to be done” (Stewart, 1982), and then 
categorized their responses as evidence of practices associated with components of 
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MILF.  Lastly, I analyzed their responses to consider how they reflected Bolman and 
Deal’s (2008) human resources, structural, political, or symbolic frames of leadership.   
Cross-Case Analysis of High School Principal's Perceptions 
 
Chapter 5 is organized into two sections.  In the first section, I describe the fram s 
that each of the four high school principals adopted, when focusing on aspects of 
instructional leadership, associated with the MILF. I detail specific choices they made to 
place a particular emphasis on this area of their work.   The study revealed both strong 
similarities, and notable differences among the four high school principals; however, 
each of the principals described distributed leadership as a strategy that helped t m to 
focus on instruction.  In addition, the principals shared core beliefs, or visions as leaders, 
which led to their choices to focus on instruction.   In the last section of this chapter, I 
summarize all of the strategies adopted by the four high school principals that supported 
their focus on instruction.  The summary presents the various commonalities among the 
principals, which included their shared employment of a distributed leadership style.  
A Four-Frame Model of Leadership 
The principal’s responses to instructional leadership are categorized as a frame 
from Bolman and Deal’s (2008) model.  Each frame is described as structural, human 
resources, political, and symbolic leadership.   
Structural leadership. The structural frame, as defined by Bolman and Deal 
(2008), draws attention to the importance of leadership practices that enhance the clarity 
of defined roles and responsibilities.  Leadership practices focusing on such structural 
concerns and emphasize strategies like communicating, realigning, and renegotiating 
formal patterns and policies (see Appendix G).  Leadership practices focused on th  
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structural aspects of organizations emphasize the use of rules; focus on clarifying roles, 
goals, policies, technology; and consider environmental influences (see Appendix E).   
All four of the high school principals spoke about the importance of structural 
leadership in their work. Each principal noted the importance of articulating  vision for 
their school and of monitoring the instructional program--both key dimensions of 
instructional leadership in the MILF.  The MILF suggests that the development of a 
school vision requires that principals develop processes that ensure all staff and other 
stakeholders can articulate the vision and all resources are aligned to support the vision 
(Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).  As I outline in the next section, all f 
the principals in this study spoke about the importance of developing a vision to support 
their school community and working with many stakeholders such as the assistant 
principals, leadership team members, staff, students, and parents.  Within the frame of 
structural leadership, I reference the use of distributed leadership from all f the 
principals and the careful use of the principals’ work schedule and time.   
A clear vision. All four principals described how they worked with staff and other 
stakeholders to create a school vision that focused on academic achievement.  They each 
did so by aligning resources and developing structures to support their school's vision for 
enhancing student achievement.  Each principal talked about the importance of 
redesigning the roles and responsibilities of staff so that they focused on instructional 
leadership.   
At the same time, all four principals were very aware of their own responsibilities 
as school leaders.  They each noted that principals must be responsible for each aspect of
the school's operation.  Ultimately, principals are responsible for everything.  Principal 
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Anderson expounded to say, "You own the trash in the parking lot.”   Principal Carter 
agreed, and described this responsibility as owning "the whole shebang."  At the same 
time she was clear that she chose to “make instruction a focus and to make sure that 
vision is known throughout the school."  Carter indicated that everything that she did was 
aligned with the instructional focus of the school, and that her role as leader required that 
she ensure that school faculty and staff recognize that "[the work] we do is all about the 
vision [of the school]" to serve the learning needs of students. .   
Two other principals took similar stances toward the importance of practicing the 
structural aspects of instructional leadership.  Principal Washington, for example, 
described taking risks in order to create a school vision and putting structures in place to 
further that vision.  He explained, “If you’re going to take a risk, you got to figure out, 
Okay, what am I going to do to make sure we do this the right way'” in meeting the 
vision of the school as a place that enhanced student learning. Principal Hamilton was 
also explicit in focusing on the structural aspects of instructional leadership. She noted 
that her vision was to create a “climate for learning,” and that it was her job “to make 
sure that [everyone was] staying focused.” She sought to ensure that everyone was cl ar 
about the direction in which the school needed to go to improve student achievement. 
Hamilton felt that she was responsible for “oversee[ing] the entire instructional program 
and its delivery.”   
In summary, detailed analysis confirmed that the principals in this study were 
very aware of their own role and responsibility in promoting instructional leadership.   
Also, principals articulated a vision for their work as an instructional leader and the 
development of a school vision is an outcome of MILF.  As I describe in the next section, 
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they viewed their own instructional leadership as distributing the work of instructional 
leadership to other members of the school leadership team.    
Administrative team and distributed leadership. All four principals 
acknowledged that they relied upon their administrative and leadership teams to address 
instructional issues.  Typically, their administrative teams consisted sol ly of their 
assistant principals. Their leadership teams, however, consisted of those administrators, 
along with department chairpersons, staff development teachers, and selected parents and 
students.  All four principals also required their Business Administrators to serve as 
members of the administrative and leadership teams. In each case, the principals relied 
upon these teams to assist them with the overall supervision and management of their 
schools.    
Interviews revealed commonalities in how all four principals described their 
working relationships with their administrative teams, or their “A Teams”. Similarities 
also emerged in the way that all four principals described the roles and responsibilities of 
their “A Teams,” and in the structures they created to ensure that the teams supported the 
instructional focus of their schools.   
Principal Anderson acknowledged that she "delegated a lot” to her administrative 
team.  Both Principal Carter and Principal Hamilton described using a "collaborative 
process" while working with their administrative teams. Both recognized that because 
principals cannot work "on an island," they must foster distributed leadership through 
enhancing the work with their administrative teams.  Principal Carter used a sports 
analogy to describe her administrative team. She was "the head coach," and as the head 
coach she was responsible for ensuring that the "assistant coaches" fulfilled their 
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responsibilities.  She worked individually with her assistant principals by "helping them 
to problem solve."  However, Principal Carter also noted that she specifically ensured 
that there were many days when she provided no coaching or assistance and allowed her 
assistant principals to function independently.  All four principals described the important 
role that the administrative team played in their efforts to focus on instruction and 
explained that all key tasks are “shared” among the team members.  
Interviews also revealed commonalities in all four principals' approaches to 
assigning duties and responsibilities to their assistant principals.  Each of the principals 
provided leadership experiences for their assistant principals by distributing to them 
certain managerial and supervisory responsibilities of the school.  The principals 
carefully developed the roles and responsibilities for their administrative team members 
based on their background, experiences, and the specific goals established for both the
assistant principals and the school.   
Principal Anderson assigned supervisory responsibilities to her assistant 
principals on a rotational cycle of three to four years.  Anderson shared that she believed 
this approach would cultivate a positive working relationship and foster continuity in the 
monitoring department goals.  She assigned departmental supervisory responsibilities to 
her assistant principals based on either their teaching experience, their desire to continue 
with the current working relationship with teachers, or an interest to increase their skills 
and knowledge of a particular department.  
Principal Carter described the supervisory responsibilities as a "hierarchic l 
structure," where her assistant principals "worked directly with the department 
chairpersons, who worked directly with the teachers."  She divided the administrative 
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responsibilities "based on [her] administrative strengths and based on experiences that 
[the assistant principals] need based on their goals and aspirations.” The principals 
viewed the supervision of departments, including the observation of teachers as the 
responsibility of the assistant principals. 
All four principals acknowledged that assistant principals took on additional 
responsibilities outside of the general supervision of their departments.  Principal 
Anderson, for example, expected the assistant principals to attend the departments' 
Professional Learning Communities, where staff members analyzed student data and 
shared best practices regarding instructional strategies.  Principal Washington specifically 
mentioned that his assistant principals were responsible for discipline, testing, lunch duty, 
community events and meetings, athletics, and other managerial responsibilities 
necessary to the successful operation of the school.  .    
To ensure that the assistant principals received the support they needed to meet 
their responsibilities, all four high school principals met regularly with their assistant 
principals.  Principal Anderson explained that the A team meetings served as a 
professional learning community where “members participate in a non-threatening" 
environment.  Each of the four high school principals met with their A team weekly, and 
these meeting usually occurred after school.   
Despite the similarities in meeting frequency, the facilitation of format and 
agenda for these A Team meetings differed significantly.  Since Principal Anderson 
preferred her A team meetings to be “pretty informal,” they did not use agendas, and 
topics were presented for the first time during the meeting.  Conversely, Principal 
Washington encouraged members on his A Team to submit topics prior to the meeting so 
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that they could be included on the team meeting agenda.  Despite these differences, th  
structure of the A Team meetings commonly consisted of reviewing teacher observations; 
discussing student discipline; planning parent meetings, school events and activities; and 
preparing for upcoming county-wide training sessions and meetings.   
This work with the assistant principals coincides with the MILF outcomes that 
encourage school leaders to align all aspects of school culture to student and adult 
learning, improving instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers, and engaging all community stakeholders in a shared 
responsibility for student and school success (Maryland State Department of Education, 
2005).  Depending on the agenda topic, Principal Washington invited additional 
participants; such as his business manager, building service manager, school resource 
officer, security team leader, guidance department chairperson, special edution 
department chairperson, English Speaker of Other Languages (ESOL) department 
chairperson, staff development teacher, and athletic director.      
Principal Washington was the only principal who spoke about additional A Team 
meetings, which occurred after the students' lunch.  During that time, he and his 
administrative team ate lunch together and conducted “a little business.”  He admitted 
that he scheduled these meetings in order to eat lunch, because otherwise, he often would 
miss the meal altogether.     
In summary, my analysis revealed that the principals in this study distributed 
leadership among the administrative team members and established clearly-defined roles 
and responsibilities for the administrative team that supported the principals' focus on 
instruction and the successful operation of the schools.  As a part of the school culture of 
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student and adult learning, MILF suggests “opportunities for leadership and collaborative 
decision making distributed among stakeholders, especially teachers” (Maryland State 
Department of Education, p.9).  Distributed leadership plays a major role of a high scool 
principal and the work with the administrative and leadership teams. The A Team 
meetings provide an opportunity for communication and problem solving and served as a 
forum for building relationships and trust.  Although the structures of the meetings 
differed at each school (formal or informal meetings), each principal considered this A 
Team’s work as an important component of instructional leadership. In the next section, 
the principals shared another approach to distributing the work of instructional leadership 
to the school leadership team of administrators, department chairperson, and other 
leaders.   
Leadership team. An analysis of the data suggested that three of the high school 
principals discussed an effective school leadership team, which is the second outcome of 
the MILF.  Specifically, this outcome identifies the behaviors of a successful team, which 
include continuous improvement, opportunities for leadership, collaboration, and a 
professionally learning community (Maryland State Department of Education, 2005).  All 
of the principals stated that they had an effective school leadership team and they 
described the team as the Instructional Leadership Team (ILT)   
The four high school principals identified their ILT as “the leaders of school 
building.” The teams were comprised of the principal, assistant principals, departm nt 
chairpersons, and on occasion, a few parents and students.  Three of the principals met 
with their ILT once a week after school. Principal Anderson was the only principal that 
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met with her team during “a common planning time” of the day.  Attendance at ILT was 
mandatory.   
Commonalities among the four principals emerged in the way that they each 
described the ILT as a vehicle for monitoring student achievement and discussing ways 
to meet the system’s and state’s targets.  All four principals also explained that their work 
with ILT involved analysis of teaching and learning in the classrooms.  The work of ILT
corresponds with the MILF component of aligning all aspects of a school culture to 
student and adult learning; monitoring the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment; improving instructional practices through  the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers; ensuring the regular integration of appropriate assessments into 
daily classroom instruction; providing staff with focused, sustained, research-based 
professional development; and engaging all community stakeholders in a shared 
responsibility for student and school success.  
Each principal provided a synopsis of the work of their ILT.  Principal Anderson 
explained that her ILT developed and monitored the action steps on the School 
Improvement Plan that addressed the system’s and state’s targets.  These action teams 
included staff and parents, who participated in walkthroughs to monitor progress toward
the objectives on the School Improvement Plan.  Principal Anderson scheduled 
departmental walkthroughs, and the department chairperson and staff development 
teacher created specific items that they should look for during their classoom reviews. 
The teams presented their findings to the department and the ILT, which then analyzed 
student data and data collected during the walkthrough to make recommendations for 
improvement in classroom instruction.     
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Principal Carter and her ILT also placed a significant focus on their School 
Improvement Plan, which made “instruction a priority” and let the entire school know 
that “this is the vision” of the assistant principals' and department chairpersons' work.  
They collaborated in small groups to focus on improving the instructional program, such 
as encouraging enhanced student performance on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SA ), 
and in advanced level and advanced placement courses.  Carter and her team conducted 
instructional walkthroughs with specific "look fors."   
Principal Hamilton created a professional learning community for her ILT by 
teaching them how to analyze data.  She scheduled sessions in the computer lab where 
the department chairpersons were required to analyze and interpret their department data 
with the ILT. She required the members of the leadership team to read professional 
books, and she taught them "how to use data" to make informed decisions.  Her vision 
was to create a "climate for learning," which meant that all leaders had to be involved in 
some sort of professional development opportunity.   
Principal Hamilton participated in walkthroughs with her ILT members and 
encouraged them to focus on the delivery of instruction in the classroom. She also 
personally conducted administrative walkthroughs at the beginning of the school year to 
make sure instruction was at an acceptable level.   
Principal Washington made sure that his ILT talked about instruction and 
classroom observations.  He explained that he instituted these discussions, “So we make 
sure we get in [classrooms], and that [the leadership team] meeting does not focus n any 
management issues.”  He further explained that he handled management and instructional 
issues by allotting a few minutes on the agenda each meeting to discuss manage e t 
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issues, such as “tardy students.” He used an index card strategy to capture all of these 
issues and scheduled a different meeting to discuss management.  He acknowledged that 
during ILT meetings, the group analyzed “equitable classroom practices and classroom 
observations.”  He provided opportunities for ILT members to discuss teacher 
performance issues with classroom instruction and classroom management.   
In summary, these principals established a leadership team and regularly meeting 
times to analyze data on teaching and learning to facilitate the school's focus on 
instruction.  Their ILT meetings provide opportunities for communication and problem 
solving with a group of content experts, such as department chairperson and other 
stakeholders with different perspectives.  Creating an effective school leadership t am is 
a part of the alignment of the school culture to student and adult learning (MILF, 2005). 
The principals used the structures of the meetings to monitor the vision of the school, 
instructional programs, and student and teacher performance.  In order to meet with theA 
team and ILT on a consistent basis, these principals designated structured time as a way 
to focus on instructional leadership.   
Structured time. Each principal identified demands on their time as a significant 
challenge of their position as a school leader. The principals adopted varying st ate ies to 
address these demands on their time and ensure that they had the leeway to address both 
personal and professional priorities. However, they all agreed on the importance of 
structuring their time to meet the myriad demands of their jobs as instructional leaders.   
Principal Anderson, for example, commented that the role of a high school 
principal can be consuming, and she established parameters for doing her job.  She felt
that balance is very important in the role of high school principal and "that you need to 
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remember that this is your job, and your job shouldn't be your life."  She commented that 
by not having this balance in your life, "you're shortchanging everyone when you walk in 
the door of the school building."   
Principal Hamilton likened her job to that of a juggler.  She worked hard to 
complete the tasks for the day, while meeting the demands from the community, students, 
and staff. She scheduled activities involving instruction during the school hours and 
scheduled meetings after school hours.   She spent her afternoons and evenings 
responding to and sending email messages.  The principal’s work day extends beyond a 
typical eight hour work day and the principals need to accommodate these work 
schedules with not only personal but professional responsibilities.  Principals must 
schedule work tasks to occur after school hours, but they must utilize the school day to 
accomplish the work that is related to teaching and learning.    
Principal Carter felt that a greater demand of her job is to schedule time to 
oversee classroom instruction.  Carter prioritized her involvement with instruction by 
scheduling “two days a week” to leave her office and do instructional things such as 
visiting classrooms.  She would reflect on the needs of an ineffective teacher and then 
design the supports and feedback necessary to improve the skills of that teacher.  She 
utilized her secretary to schedule these observations, and asked that she make them a top 
priority.  Principal Carter’s motto was, “I work from can to can’t. Can is when you start 
in the morning.  You start out very able.  And then ‘can’t’ is when you’re just too tired 
and can’t go any further.  Then you must go home.”  She used the day to work with 
students, teachers, and parents, and used the “quiet time in the evening when everybody’s 
gone to handle the paperwork.” These are examples of how a principal schedules her time 
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to complete the work, but she relies on her secretary to play an instrumental role in 
scheduling this time.  Also, the principal has the flexibility to begin her day earl in the 
morning and if necessary, stay late to accomplish additional tasks.  As demanding as the 
job of the principal can be, principals have to maintain a balance of work hours and 
personal commitment and responsibilities.    
Like the other three informants, Principal Washington established parametes 
about how he allotted his time. He clearly delineated that he was “not going to meetings 
that start[ed] at four o’clock,” because his work day began as early as “five thirty to five 
forty-five, which is a very long day,” and he tried to leave work at four thirty.  Sometimes 
he had to manage evening events and activities, but he stressed that “there has to be some 
balance.”  He carefully planned his schedule with his secretary.  According to 
Washington, principals “have to create those situations where we force someone to 
balance,” because “otherwise, [the job will] be all-consuming.” 
Establishing a designated time to visit classroom to conduct observations was yet 
another strategy that the high school principals adopted to support their focus on 
instruction.  The principals rarely found enough hours in the day to complete the many 
tasks and responsibilities of their role as principal.  These principals used structured time 
to monitor the vision of the school, instructional programs, and student and teacher 
performances, as well as complete paperwork. These strategies aligned with the 
following MILF outcomes:   
• facilitate the development of a school vision;  
• align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning;  
• monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; and  
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• improve instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers.  
Although there is no mention of structured time in MILF, a principal who is an 
instructional leader allocates time in the daily schedule devoted to instructional practices.  
In the next section, I describe the principals’ views of the role of department chairpersons 
in prioritizing instructional leadership within the school. 
 Department chairpersons. All four high school principals discussed the 
important role that their department chairpersons played in monitoring the alignment of 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment.  They described the department chairpersons as 
the “experts” in the content area and “instructional leaders” of their departments. They 
and the assistant principals worked together to improve instructional practices through 
the purposeful observation of teachers in their areas. This practice represented a 
distribution of leadership among the assistant principals and department chairpersons. 
The principals stressed the importance of hiring very competent department chairpersons 
to lead departments and serve on ILTs.  They also described the roles and responsibilities 
of the department chairperson that helped them to focus on the alignment of curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment; examine instructional practices through the purposeful 
observation and evaluation of teachers; ensure the regular integration of appropriate 
assessments into daily classroom instruction; utilize technology and multiple sources of 
data; and provide opportunities for professional development.  All four principals 
explained that they interviewed and hired every department chairperson personally, and 
outlined clear expectations for them in their roles as instructional leaders for their 
departments.   
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Principal Anderson described the necessity of “hiring people who you know are 
going to accomplish what you want to see accomplished for students.”  Since the 
department chairperson serves on the ILT and must demonstrate “leadership in the r 
content area,” Principal Anderson interviewed and hired every department chairperson in 
her school.  Regardless of the time constraints, Anderson saw her involvement in hirig 
every department chairperson as critical to the fulfillment of her school visin and the 
establishment of clear expectations.  Her expectations for the position were outlin d in 
the job description for the department chairpersons, and their duties included: assisting 
and supporting the teachers with the implementation of curriculum, providing resources 
such as textbooks and instructional materials, administering of summative assessments, 
observing the classroom teachers, and providing feedback about the teaching and learning 
(Eastland School District, n.d.).  Principal Anderson described the department 
chairperson as the primary person responsible for monitoring the integration of 
assessments into daily classroom instruction, ensuring that the teachers “follow[ed] the 
curriculum,” and working with the teachers to “develop and administer assessment .”   
Principal Carter emphasized the need to have specific roles and responsibilities 
for the department chairperson in order to implement the school vision. She described 
department chairpersons as “instructional leaders.”  She further stated th  the role of the 
department chairperson is “to make instruction a focus, and to make sure that vision is 
known throughout the school.” In a later interview, she also described the department 
chairpersons as “pseudo administrators for the department.”  She felt these wer  “key 
positions” that helped high school principals accomplish their work as instructional 
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leaders, and believed that the department chairpersons knew the content area better than 
the administrator or principal. The chairpersons were the “experts of the subject matter.”   
Principal Carter felt that hiring the right person for the position of the department 
chairperson provided an additional staff person qualified to monitor the instruction withi  
the school building. Carter explained, “I don’t want [department chairpersons] that are 
just managers of their departments, but are instructional leaders in their department.  So 
the choice is to make instruction a focus, and to make sure that vision is known 
throughout the school.”   She required an “observation schedule” of teachers and 
department “meeting agendas” from the department chairpersons, as a way to monitor
their work as instructional leaders.   
Principal Washington's description of the importance of department chairpersons 
and their roles aligned with Principal Carter's views, but they stated that there was “no 
formalized training for them.”  He shared the job description with the department 
chairperson and discussed the need for them to be instructional leaders. As he built the 
capacity of his department chairpersons, he “empowered” them to do the work as 
instructional leaders and gave them specific duties to support the school vision and 
programs.  He held the department chairpersons accountable for observing and providing 
feedback about classroom instruction and doing the work as outlined in the job 
description.   
In Eastland School District, the department chairperson must have a master’s 
degree or equivalency in the subject, a minimum of three years of successful scondary 
teaching experience, and a standard or satisfactory rating on the most recent evaluation. 
The position of department chairperson can be a prerequisite for future administrators in 
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the school system as a way of gaining leadership experience, and the district conducts a 
different evaluation for a department chairperson as indicated by the job description and 
evaluation tool for department chairpersons   According to the school system’s 
performance standard for department chairperson,  individuals must demonstrate that 
they are “committed to student and staff through effective school and department 
leadership” (Eastland School District, n.d.) 
According to Eastland School District (n.d.), the position of department 
chairperson is responsible for the following: 
• “Assisting teachers in new instructional strategies, classroom organizatio   
 and management; 
• Apprising teachers of curriculum changes and requirements in specific  
 field(s); 
• Providing strategies and implements programs/practices for improving  
 student achievement and school climate; 
• Meeting frequently  with school administrators on instructional issues; 
• Working with administration and the department/subject field(s) to 
prepare students  for examinations and standardized tests; 
• Ensuring implementation of approved and new curriculum; 
• Collaborating with other department/grade level teachers; 
• Fostering cooperative relationships within department/school; 
• Participating in the planning and implementation of staff development 
activities;  
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• Observing instructional formally and informally and writes observation 
reports for inclusion in teacher evaluation summaries; 
• Analyzing data to help teachers improve areas of instruction; 
• Participating in the design and implementation of the local school 
 improvement plan; 
• Servings as an active participant in Leadership Team or Instructional  
 Council meetings as needed; 
• Dialoguing with consulting teachers and mentors assigned to teachers  
 within the department/subject field(s); 
• Working with the administration, school finance staff, and teachers to  
 order and distribute instructional materials; 
• Managing the departmental/subject field(s) budget; 
• Developing master schedule for assigned courses in collaboration with 
 school administrators; 
• Assisting counselors and others in determining best placements for  
 students; 
• Assisting with hiring of new teachers and other staff where appropriate; 
• Assisting school secretarial staff with classroom coverage in emergency 
situations; 
• Attending appropriate central-office and school meetings, works with 
 subject coordinators and shares information with department/subject 
 fields(s) teachers; 
• Holding departmental meetings as needed; and 
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• Participating in student/teacher or parent/teacher conferences as needed”  
  (Eastland School District n.d).   
My analysis suggested that the principals in the study were very aware of their 
role of hiring department chairpersons and of the importance of employing distributed 
leadership in the monitoring the classroom teacher, curriculum, and instruction.  The 
principals also acknowledged their own role and responsibility in promoting instructional 
leadership.  Each respondent worked with department chairpersons to monitor the vision 
of the school, instructional programs, and student and teacher performances, with the 
assistance of their assistant principals. These strategies aligned with the following MILF 
outcomes:   
• facilitate the development of a school vision;  
• align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning;  
• monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment;  
• improve instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers; and  
• engage all community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student and 
school success.    
In the next section, the principals described their own instructional leadership by 
structuring the work of the classroom teachers, parents and students.   
 Classroom teachers. The four principals described how they work with assistant 
principals and department chairpersons to create a focus on teaching and learnig in the 
classroom.  The classroom teacher really makes the difference in student achi vement, 
and the principals described their efforts to achieve the goal of having highly qualified 
  125 
 
  
teachers in every classroom and using effective instructional strategies o meet the needs 
of all students.   Each respondent discussed the importance of the role and responsibilities 
of classroom teachers.      
The four principals were aware of their responsibilities in the process of hiring
classroom teachers, and they stressed the importance of hiring the best candidate for their 
students; however, not all of the principals conducted the interviews of the classroom 
teachers themselves.  Many of them delegated that responsibility to the assistant principal 
and department chairperson. Principal Anderson, however, interviewed the majority of 
the classroom teachers in her building and stressed the importance of “hiring” teachers 
and seeing the teachers establish a “certain tone” and create opportunities for “student 
engagement.” She structured the time to interview many of her classroom teachers, which 
was a very important task in her eyes.   
All four principals stressed the importance of establishing clearly define 
expectations for the classroom teachers, and each principal emphasized certain 
instructional strategies for all of their teachers based on the School Imprvement Plan. 
Principal Hamilton worked with her ILT to stress the importance of having “daily 
mastery objective, [an] agenda, and homework assignments” in every classroom.  She 
wanted her teachers to have an “understanding of certain educational pedagogy or what 
we’re really emphasizing, or how much writing” is being taught in the classroom. 
Principal Hamilton shared these expectations with her teachers and the ILT then 
monitored teacher progress in meeting the expectations. Professional development 
trainings were offered to any teachers who needed additional support and guidance to 
fulfilling assigned tasks.   
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Principal Carter indicated that her desire was to increase the number of student  in 
advanced level courses and explained that, to accomplish this goal, all classroom teachers 
had to become familiar with “equitable classroom strategies” and “working with [their] 
varied populations.”  To increase her enrollment in Advanced Placement (AP) courses, 
Principal Carter began by tackling the recommendation process, supports in AP courses, 
scheduling of AP classes, and teacher assignments.  Her philosophy about student 
achievement and the vision of the school was to “move [her] kids forward” to college or 
the workforce and prepare them to be successful.  She too had to monitor the work of the 
classroom teachers and relied upon her assistant principal and department chairperson to 
support her vision by observing the classroom teacher and recommending professional 
development.   
Principal Washington mentioned the importance of “his students receiv[ing] the 
type of instruction that they need” from his teachers.    He referred to this pedagogy as 
“sound instructional practice.”  He too monitored the classroom instruction with the 
assistance of his assistant principals and department chairpersons.  All principals eed to 
know the academic performance of their students and plan accordingly as stated by 
Principal Washington.  Also, principals must provide careful monitoring of the 
instruction and effective feedback to teachers to help guide their pedagogy  
All four the principals mentioned the importance of providing the resources and 
professional development opportunities for classroom teachers to be successful.  The 
principals explained that the staff development teacher played a vital role in the 
classroom teachers' professional growth, because the staff development serv d a  a 
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mentor, coach, and support person to the teachers and aided them in meeting these goals 
and expectations.   
The four principals all described the creative approaches they used in staffig to 
make up for insufficient staffing allocations. Reallocating staff proved another strategic 
choice that two principals employed to prioritize instruction.  Changes in staffing 
included the restructuring of positions and the redesign of the mission of leadership 
teams. Each of these tactics were designed to support the vision of the school, increase 
the human resources available within the school, and avoid the loss of teaching positions. 
Principal Anderson, for example, wanted to align resources to support her vision for her
school. She traded in 1.5 teachers for another assistant principal and a paraeducator.  In 
doing so, she was able to expand her administrative team and delegate supervisory 
responsibilities to the new assistant principal.  In addition, the new paraeducator was 
hired to provide additional support to her students.  She built her school based on her 
vision for student learning and put a number of structures into place to fulfill that vision.  
Being a visionary is helpful as a high school principal, and it is necessary to possess the 
skills to be creative to fully implement a vision.  She worked around the constraints and 
realigned duties and responsibilities to meet the needs of her school. 
Principal Washington had the vision of creating a position in his building to 
support student performance on the many state and local assessments.  He took a 
department chairperson position and realigned the responsibilities to another department 
chairperson, which freed up that person to become the "Program Assessment 
Coordinator."  He felt he could justify this newly created position because "this [had] to 
be done and that's what we did.  I was being creative about it."   This creativity provided 
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job opportunities for staff and, in some cases, job promotions.  He realigned job 
responsibilities and designed a position that he felt was necessary to support the needs of
his students and staff.    
Two of the principals identified a need for additional staffing to address the 
instructional programs at their high schools, and they chose to be creative with the 
staffing allocation to create or reallocate staffing additional positions in the school 
building.  These principals acknowledged the risk in choosing to reallocate staffing, but 
their actions were meant to address the needs in the school building.  These principals 
used creative staffing strategies to support the vision of the school, enhance instructional 
programs, and improve student and teacher performance.  The respondents demonstrated 
strategies for facilitating the development of a school vision and aligning all aspects of a 
school culture to student and adult learning, which are key components of MILF.   In the 
next section, the principals discussed their view of instructional leadership by distribut ng 
the work to other members of the school leadership team.   
Other staff positions. As illustrated above, the principals use of distributive 
leadership entailed “empowering others” to help fulfill the duties of the princi al, and 
these other positions played a significant role in supporting the principals as they focused 
on instructional leadership.  The positions of librarian, instructional technology specialist, 
staff development teacher, and business manager all provided valuable support to each of 
the principals.  In some cases, these positions freed up the principals to focus on 
monitoring teaching and learning within the school and provided the support to the 
principals in the form of classroom observation, professional development, and 
addressing non-instructional demands.  Initially, the principals did not refer to the 
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position of the librarian or instructional technology specialist, but two principals 
discussed the importance of these positions during a follow-up interview.   
Principal Hamilton and Principal Carter described the role of the librarian nd 
instructional technology specialist in furthering their efforts to prioritize instructional 
leadership.  They described two components of instructional leadership that were very 
important to teaching and learning: the integration of appropriate assessment  into the 
daily classroom instruction and the use of technology.  The department chairperson, 
librarian, and instructional technology specialist assisted the classroom teachers with the 
integration of assessments and technology in their classroom instruction.  The principals 
initially did not feel that these two components were demands of the principal, and stated 
that they were the primary responsibilities of other key positions in their buildings. 
However, the principals discussed the importance of having a staff development teacher
that supports the instructional program in a school.   
The creation of the staff development teacher position provided continual 
professional development opportunities for staff and served as another key resource to the 
principals.  All four high school principals observed that the staff development teacher 
played a vital role on the ILT and met regularly with classroom teachers to impr ve 
instructional strategies. The role of the staff development teacher appeared to be 
customized to the needs of the school and the action steps in the School Improvement 
Plan.  All of the principals stressed that the staff development teacher helped to cr ate 
and monitor the School Improvement Plan.   
Principal Washington worked with the staff development teacher to conduct peer 
observations and provide training sessions for teachers. The staff development teacher 
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also served on his administrative team when the group discussed observations and 
instructional strategies. Principal Carter worked with her staff developmnt teacher to 
schedule walkthroughs and to plan staff meetings and staff trainings. Likewise, Pr ncipal 
Hamilton supervised her staff development teacher, who served in “several info mal 
roles” such as “coaching individual teachers, planning lessons with teachers, and co-
teaching” a lesson.  Her staff development teacher also served on the ILT.      
Having another “teacher leader,” such as a staff development teacher who 
understood good instruction and supported instructional strategies, was another strategy
the four principals adopted to support their focus on instruction.  These principals used 
positions in the school building; such as librarians, instructional technology specialists, 
and staff development teacher; to monitor the vision of the school, instructional 
programs, and student and teacher performance. These strategies aligned with the
following MILF outcomes:   
• facilitate the development of a school vision;  
• align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning;  
• monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment;  
• improve instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers;  
• ensure the regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily classroom 
instruction;  
• use technology and multiple sources of data to improve classroom instruction; 
and  
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• engage all community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student and 
school success.  
The respondents referenced one additional position in the school building when 
they spoke about the non-instructional demands—the business manager; who provides 
overall leadership related to the financial management, facility management, and 
administration of other aspects of the school not directly related to the instructional 
program (Eastland School District, n.d.).  All four principals indicated that the business 
manager served on the A Team and the ILT, and they explained that the business 
manager played a significant role in dealing with the financial management of the school.  
According to Principal Anderson, the position often had an “impact to the instruction in 
the school,” and influenced the allocation of materials of instruction, textbooks, and other 
resources to teachers. In each case, the business manager often supervised building 
service workers and facilities, cafeteria and food services, and transportation.  Principal 
Clark commented that her business manager was discovering “other daily things that 
[were] his responsibilities” because “certainly the principal can’t do iall.”  All four 
principals noted that they met regularly with the business manager regarding the financial 
management of the school. The involvement of the business manager on the A Team and 
the ILT appeared to be a common expectation of the four high school principals.   
In summary, my analysis confirmed that each respondent was very aware of other 
positions in the school building whose responsibilities helped to promote instructional 
leadership. The four principals acknowledged these roles and responsibilities as 
components of instructional leadership and worked with these positions to address the 
teaching and learning in the classroom.  In the next section I describe how the principals 
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viewed their own instructional leadership as engaging all community stakeholders in a 
shared responsibility for student and school success.    
Parents and students as stakeholders. All four high school principals spoke about 
getting feedback from students and parents regarding the instructional program.  In 
seeking this feedback, the principals provided a forum for parents and students to have an 
active role in the decision-making process.  The principals acknowledged that paren s and 
students served on their ILT, and their involvement helped the group to make better 
decisions as a school.  Principal Anderson shared that she “makes a better decision when 
[she doesn’t] make it in a vacuum.” She also shared that when she had to make a big 
decision, “pulling my people in and processing it” helped to make the final decisions with 
the feedback from stakeholders.    
Principal Hamilton expressed her desire to have parents involved in the academic 
programs of the school rather than in fundraisers, athletic events, and extracurricular 
activities.  She had parents “doing things that I think are significant for us, and also help 
take some work from teachers," such as “proctoring SAT and ACT.”  Principal Hamilton 
emphasized the necessity of having parental involvement in a school and the challenge of 
“working with parents to try to make sure that we’re both working together in the best 
interest of the child and to get the kid the best education possible.”  She admitted that she 
struggled with this concept of working “productively with groups of parents,” but 
managed to partner with them because the results were aligned with school impr vement 
and higher student achievement.  The parents “feel like they’re very involved in the 
school and they feel like it’s a partnership, which is what I very much would like them to 
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feel like.”  According to Principal Hamilton, this involvement and partnership helped to 
built upon the school's success.   
All four principals included parents and students on their ILT and in the 
development and monitoring of the school improvement plan.  The principals described 
other activities that involved the parents.  Principal Anderson, for example, conducted a 
one hour information session prior to the PTA meetings, where students presented or 
performed. These sessions resulted in significant parent involvement.  She also describe  
her monthly meetings with student groups, such as class officers, to get their perspective 
of school-wide initiatives and activities.   
Principal Hamilton asked parents to volunteer at “college fairs, PSAT nights, and 
student town hall meetings.” She too met with class officers and leaders of sports clubs to 
learn “how to get kids to buy in more and take responsibility for school more.”   Principal 
Carter learned to “utilize the expertise of the parents” by having them to serve on the ILT 
and she partnered with the PTA for “parent sessions” on specific topics related to high 
school, such as “academic intervention.”  She met regularly with the Student Government 
Association and other student groups in order to “address their concerns” about the 
school.   Principal Washington also had parents to serve on the ILT.  He also described 
that, on a regular basis, he took a table and “[would] sit in the hall” in order to have 
conversations with students about the school.     
In summary, these principals identified the importance of having stakeholders’ 
involvement and input in the instructional program. The engagement of stakeholders 
including students at the high school level is an outcome of MILF (MILF, 2005).   In the 
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next section I describe how the principals discussed the importance of a human resource 
approach when focusing on instructional leadership.   
Human Resource Leadership. As defined by Bolman and Deal (2008), the 
Human Resource Frame focuses on leadership practices that consist of the need to fe l 
safe, to feel appreciated, and to feel that [educators] make a difference.  They furt er 
described the human resources frame as having the training to develop new skills, 
participation and involvement (see Appendix G).  Leadership practices focusing on the 
human resources aspects of organizations emphasize empowering staff, focusing n 
understanding needs, identifying skills, and building relationships (see Appendix E).   
Each of the four high school principals spoke about the value of human resources 
leadership and noted the importance of facilitating the development of a school vision; 
aligning all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning; and providing staff 
with focused, sustained, research-based professional development. These three elements
represent three dimensions of instructional leadership in the MILF. The MILF encourages 
principals to develop mutual respect among the staff;  cultivate teamwork that produces 
effective professional learning communities; establish high expectations and 
opportunities for leadership and collaborative decision making; and assign teaching 
assignments that are rigorous, purposeful and engaging (Maryland State Department of 
Education, 2005).  As I outline next, all of the principals participating in this study poke 
about the importance of hiring the best staff, building the capacity of staff members, and 
building a school culture to improve student achievement.   
Hiring staff. All four high school principals described the importance of building 
capacity within the school community and having their human resources aligned with the 
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school's vision. The MSDE's (2005) MILF contains guidelines that impact the hiring of 
staff. For example, the expected outcomes for instructional leadership require that 
principals establish “a process for ensuring that all staff and other stakeholders are able to 
articulate the vision,” “high expectations for all students and teachers in a culture of 
continuous improvement,” “an effective school leadership team,” and “teacher 
assignments that are rigorous, purposeful, and engaging” (pp. 9-10).  The people who are 
hired to move the school in the right direction help to fulfill the school vision, and the 
principals spoke at length about their hiring process. 
The four high school principals described the importance of having an 
administrative team that brought different strengths to the group, but shared the same 
vision for the school and students.  Specifically, Principal Anderson stated that she liked 
“hiring people at the beginning of their careers, because they’re hungry.  They want to 
prove themselves.  They have a lot of energy and ideas.  And being able to cultivate that 
in them is a real kick for me.  I love the energy they bring, but they also need to b  open 
that some of their good ideas may get shot down.”  Principal Washington, Principal 
Cater, and Principal Hamilton described the importance of hiring “your own people” and 
working with them to improve their skills.  These principals arrived at their schools with 
assistant principals in place, but hired their own assistant principals during their tenure.  
These changes happened because of retirements, promotions, and transfers of their 
assistant principals.  All of the principals described the importance of creating their 
administrative team from of individuals whom they hired. In their view, these assistant 
principals brought the experience necessary to make valuable contributions to the 
leadership team.     
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The principals were involved in the hiring of teaching staff and paraeducators.  
Principal Anderson commented on the importance of “hiring people who you know are 
going to accomplish what you want to see accomplished for students."  Both Principal 
Hamilton and Principal Carter discussed how having the right people in key positions 
facilitated the implementation of the school vision.  All four principals mentioned that 
when hiring staff, interviews typically included themselves, an assistant principal, and the 
relevant department chairperson.  Depending upon the position; “other stakeholders” 
might serve on the interview panels, as well.    Principal Anderson candidly stated th  
she spent a lot of time“researching the background of potential candidates, calling the 
current supervisor for feedback, and participating in every interview of a staff member.” 
The principals emphasized the necessity of being a part of the hiring process and not 
distributing that responsibility to an assistant principal.     
Hiring the right people to meet the needs of the school community helped the 
principals to focus on instruction.  These principals used the hiring process to support the 
vision of the school, improve instructional programs, and enhance student and teacher 
performance. These choices aligned with the following MILF outcomes:   
• facilitate the development of a school vision;  
• align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning; and  
• monitor the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment. 
Building capacity among staff. All four high school principals observed that the 
most valuable use of their time involved building relationships and training their assistant 
principals. Principal Anderson, for example, believed in establishing close relationships 
with her assistant principals. Jokingly, she described her administrative team m etings as 
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a place where they “probably wasted more time than needed, but some of that is just, 
‘what’d you do this weekend?  What crazy things happened?'”  Principal Hamilton 
described similar feelings about establishing relationships, but she struggled, initially, 
with her administrative team, since they were hired by the previous principal. She 
explained that “it was very clear that they had worked with a different set of 
expectations.”  Despite this initial challenge, she taught them how to become effectiv  at 
monitoring instruction and discipline.  She explained that she considered “what they 
already [knew],” but also provided opportunities for them to learn other disciplines and 
subjects.  She gave an example: “Like, I’m ready to make one of them learn Special 
Education, because the person who works with it really knows it, and they’re there to 
advise, and I’m there to advise, but somebody else needs to learn more about it.”  
Principal Carter considered all of her assistant principals to be future principals, 
and she made sure that they had “various experiences,” while at her school, to prepare 
them for the principalship.  As mentioned earlier, she described herself as the “head 
coach,” when working with her team. The sports analogy of a head coach is a good 
example of the role of the principal because the head coach is usually a more public 
position and supervises other coaches.  The principal is a public position in the school 
community and supervises assistant principals and other staff.  Just like the head coach is 
responsible for operations of a sports program, the principal is responsible for the total 
school program.  Principal Washington also delegated key responsibilities to his assistant 
principals but he “talked through” these responsibilities with the team.  Washington felt 
that he and his assistant principals must “be able work together” and learn from each 
other's leadership styles. The principals worked closely with the assistant principals and 
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their working relationship was described as a “trusting” one.  Each of the principals noted 
that they learned from their assistant principals, but they felt responsible for the assistant 
principals’ professional development and sought to provide opportunities for 
advancement.   
The four principals also discussed their efforts to build capacity among their 
department chairpersons.  The respondents described much of this work as the purpose of 
the leadership team and other professional development meetings for department 
chairpersons and staff.  Principal Hamilton provided an example of her work with the 
department chairpersons on the leadership team during a time when she needed to 
educate staff whose grading practices were not aligned with the school vision.  She 
explained that she “spent hours” with her department chairpersons reviewing the grades
given by teachers.  She had to teach the department chairpersons how to have these 
courageous conversations with staff.  “Sometimes we role-played, and I would coach the 
other person to make them recognize” erroneous practices.   
Principal Carter spoke about building the capacity of her department chairpersons 
to facilitate the implementation of the school vision. She wanted department chairpersons 
who were instructional leaders.  Carter explained, “The choice is to make instruction a 
focus, and to make sure that vision is known throughout the school.”   Staff members 
need to see their principals involved in the instructional program at their schools by 
observing classrooms and providing constructive feedback.  By doing such, the principal 
needs to know the areas of strength and weakness among staff and departments which 
requires classroom observations and the collaboration and positive working relationship 
with the assistant principals and department chairpersons.  Principal Washington stated 
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that in order for him to establish a school vision, he had to know the “strengths and 
weaknesses of each individual” in the building.  By knowing these attributes, he could 
provide more suitable professional development and leadership opportunities.  He 
described the importance of relationships and stated that “everyone should be treated with 
equal respect.” These are examples of how principals are building capacity among the 
assistant principals, department chairpersons, and staff.   
Principal Hamilton helped her staff to move from working in “obscurity to a 
different set of expectations.”  She felt that her staff did not have specific direction 
regarding student achievement and the overall focus on the school.  She saw the need to 
provide feedback and coach her assistant principals about “certain things about 
instruction.”  She also worked with her department chairpersons to provide feedback to 
teachers regarding instruction and learning in the classrooms.  She and her instructio al 
leadership team conducted over “150 observations” and analyzed the data to “[make] sure 
students received the type of instruction that they need.”  To a similar end, Principal 
Washington and his team redefined what they considered “effective instruction,” develop 
“support plans,” and worked to develop “a better analysis of their instructional practices 
that were being delivered by the teacher every day.”   
This component of instructional leadership focused on creating opportunities for 
teachers to engage in collaborative planning and critical reflection during the regular 
school day; differentiating professional development according to career stag s, needs of 
staff, and student performance; encouraging personal involvement in professional 
development activities; and promoting professional development that aligned with the 
teacher’s standards. Principal Anderson felt that “building the capacity in people makes 
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[her] job easier. Part of it is how you cultivate people.”  She further commented that “you 
just have to kind of keep your finger on it, but not micromanaging it unless something 
happens to a point where you discover you need to.”  
Principal Washington also felt the need to teach his department chairpersons, 
since “there’s no formalized training for them.”  He also described how he “empowered” 
the department chairpersons to become instructional leaders by first looking at the job 
description and then building capacity.  He explained that he made changes to staff in the 
department chair positions and that, “the changes that I made, it’s very clear about the 
direction we’re going and having those conversations.”  He focused a lot on “their role as 
a leader in the building and what’s expected of them.”  Principal Washington stated that it 
was not about him “wanting to get rid” of staff, but about the need for them to “step up 
and do some things a little bit better.”   
All four principals relied on the staff development teacher to provide staff with 
focused, sustained, and research-based professional development, with the collaborati n 
of the department chairperson and supervising assistant principal.  In addition, the 
principals worked with the staff development teacher and Instructional Leadership Team 
to develop the initiatives for the school, to create and monitor the school improvement 
plan, and to provide specific professional development opportunities for staff to meet 
their own professional development goals.  The staff development teacher assisted the 
staff with the formation of their own Professional Development Plan and the creation of a 
portfolio of student work, offered training and professional development opportunities, 
and provided evidence to support the evaluation rating.   
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Hiring the right people and building their capacity to meet the needs of the school 
community helped the principals to focus on instruction.  The principals relied on the 
assistant principals, department chairpersons and staff development teacher to monitor 
the vision of the school, instructional programs, and student and teacher performances. 
These strategies aligned with the following MILF outcomes:   
• facilitate the development of a school vision;  
• align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning;  
• improve instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers; and  
• provide staff with focused, sustained, research-based professional 
development. 
Building a school culture. All four high school principals identified the need to 
empower others, open lines of communication, and establish positive relationships as 
strategies for building a productive and positive school culture. Principal Anderson 
described her practice of removing “all the annoyances in people’s days so that they can 
focus on what’s really important, if you make them feel valued, if you reward their 
successes, and deal with their shortcomings in a positive way.”   Each of the principals 
expressed their desire to hear from staff and students, and explained that they employed 
an “open door” policy created many opportunities for staff and students to express their 
opinions and perspectives.   
The principals viewed their accessibility and visibility during the school day as a 
priority in building a school culture, and acknowledged that this availability helped to 
build relationships and trust. Principal Hamilton felt the need to build “strong personal 
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relationships” with all of her department chairpersons by just “dropping by” the 
department offices and inviting staff to share their perspectives. After building these 
relationships, Principal Hamilton began to address continuous improvement within the 
team by teaching skills to her department chairpersons, such as “how to use data.”  She 
“role-played and coached” her department chairpersons about how to have conversations 
about teaching and learning in the classroom. She built relationships with her department 
chairpersons and then began to build their skills in certain areas.     
All four principals discussed the importance of building relationships with 
students that helped to build a positive school culture.  They explained that their visibility 
during the school day helped to shape the school culture and climate.  They all 
commented on the importance of visibility at certain activities, such as athletic ev nts, 
and at specific times like at the exchange of classes, lunchtime, and dismissal. All four 
principals emphasized the importance of taking the time to build positive relationships 
with students. Principal Anderson stated that “when you walk around, it’s like, ‘This is 
your building.’” While Anderson recognized the importance of talking to students and 
learning about them during lunch time, in the halls, and at events, she warned that this
practice can consume a principal's time.  She described herself as a “mother” to her 
students.  She knew all of her students by name, and she too talked to students in the 
cafeteria, hallways and at school events.   
Principal Carter noted that she “made time for students” in spite of her scdule, 
because “they needed [her].”  She stated that “kids write me notes and things like that.  
So from that, I get a good indication that I have a good relationship with kids.  I even had 
a lot of graduates that came back to see me over the break, and that meant a lot to me as 
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well.”  Principal Hamilton stated that she scheduled time to “hear from her students,” 
which could be time consuming.  She expressed an interest in knowing the “frequent 
flyers,” which she later described as the most challenging students because of 
disciplinary infractions. Carter, like the other four principals, shared that they developed 
a positive school culture, in part, because of their relationships with students.  They 
acknowledged that being visible and building relationships with students could be time 
consuming, but they expressed the importance of this effort.   
Principal Washington further commented that each day, “[he walks] around just 
kind of feeling the climate of the building, popping into classes and those type of things,” 
which helped him to gauge the instructional program and “[look] at the facility and the 
security of things” that add to the school culture.  He later described this as a time of 
modeling for his staff.  He wanted his teachers, administrators, and security to be visible 
during the day, which helped to create a “positive school climate.”  Washington worked 
with teachers to model positive behavior, but he acknowledged that he had to work with 
the teachers in order for them to demonstrate positive behavior.  He and his 
administrative team helped teachers to build relationships with students and to practice 
effective classroom management strategies.  Principal Washington stated th  “dealing 
with teachers who create issues outside of the instructional part of it take attention away 
from the delivery of the instruction because you’re dealing with something else that’s 
impacting the relationships in the room." He further observed “keeping them from being 
able to deliver that type of instruction, because the [student] relationships are oor, is 
going to impact [instruction].” In order to build a positive school culture, Principal 
Washington began by focusing on teacher expectations.      
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When building a school culture, Principal Anderson referred to her “exposed 
tape” theory.  She explained that “when something looks good, people feel good about it” 
When hanging a poster or flier, the tape to secure the poster on the wall is never expos d.  
She did not imply that problems are covered up and not discussed, but explained that the 
school culture began with a very attractive school building, clean classrooms, restrooms, 
cafeteria, and floors, and orderly hallways.  She felt that this philosophy led to a positive 
school climate, where “things [are] being done just so, classrooms [are] being set up a 
certain way, and things [are] aesthetically looking good.”   Principal Anderson had an 
advantage because she was involved in the school from its inception and played a key 
role in establishing the school vision and the expectations for every staff member that she 
hired.   
Principal Hamilton also described the importance of having a clean building, and 
she described herself as the “major trash picker upper.” She felt that “modeling” this 
behavior for others to see helped to build a positive school culture.  All four principals 
emphasized that their building services workers were visible during the day cleaning the 
school facility.  Principal Anderson shared that her workers “shared a sense of pride” in 
keeping the building clean, and it was noticeable by students and staff.    
Principal Hamilton was the only high school principal who described an example 
of a “culture of learners” by detailing her working relationship with the principals in her 
cluster of schools.  She felt that this time of relationship helped to establish a positive 
school culture among the different schools in the cluster.  She stated that she had “vry 
good communication with [the] feeder school principals,” and they met monthly to 
discuss school-related issues.    She further explained the positive working relationship 
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with her colleagues: “We have a very comfortable back and forth. ‘Can we help you with 
this?’ or you know, ‘Over at the high school, we’re thinking we might like to add this to 
the articulation process.’ What do they think? And you know, we now have things where 
kids go over and help at the middle school.” Hamilton believed that principals cultivated 
a positive school culture when they supported each other and shared based practices.   
As I discussed in previous sections of this chapter, all of the principals mention d 
their positive working relationships with students, which helped to build a strong school 
culture and reminded them about their reasons for serving as a principal.   Principal 
Anderson enjoyed establishing relationships and building trust by working directly with 
students.  She commented that her greatest excitement was when she took “a lump of kid, 
who had underlying skills but hadn’t developed them, and develop them to go far beyond 
[the norm].” She further explained that, as a high school principal, the “teachable 
moments,” where she saw “the light [go] on in a child’s eye,” kept her in a school 
building and not in central office.  She expressed enjoyment of these teachable moments 
with both students and staff members.    
In summary, building a school culture to meet the needs of the school community 
helped the principals to focus on instruction.  These principals stressed the importance f 
building relationships with and listening to the opinions and thoughts of staff, and 
particularly with students, to support the vision of the school and to build a positive 
school culture. The principals described school culture as a part of the school vision, 
along with student and adult learning which are outcomes in MILF.   
Political leadership. The political frame, as defined by Bolman and Deal (2008), 
focuses on the leadership practices that deal with the interactions of individuals and 
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groups with differing backgrounds, beliefs, agendas, positions, race, ethnicity, social 
class and ideology.  Political leadership practices focuses on the choices that have to be 
made or negotiated because of scarcity of resources.  Bolman and Deal further explain 
that leaders who operate in the political frame must create arenas where issues can be 
renegotiated and new coalitions formed (see Appendix G).  Political leadership practices 
are characterized by advocacy and political savvy, power, conflict, competition, and 
organizational politics (see Appendix E). In the next section, I examine the principals’ 
obstacles, negotiations, and agreements as they focused on instructional leadership.     
Obstacles, negotiations, and agreements. Three of the four principals operated 
from a political frame as they dealt openly with differences, negotiated expectations and 
procedures, clarified their agenda, and built relationships and alliances.  These thre  
principals, Carter, Hamilton, and Washington, each had less than five years in their
school building.  In establishing a vision for their schools and demonstrating instructional 
leadership, they described a fortitude or perseverance in overcoming obstacles and 
challenges that were presented when recreating the vision for students and staff.   
Principal Hamilton stated that she endured a number of obstacles when she first 
arrived at the school, and one staff member shared publicly that “male principals were 
principals and female principals were mothers.”  Her biggest concern was that the “mind 
set” that the staff had about her would slow down her vision for the school.  She 
recognized that she had to do certain things that led to “maneuvering unseen from 
behind.”  For example, she occasionally had certain key staff members in her building act 
as “the voice and the face” of an initiative or focus area.  She felt that doing this 
encouraged a certain level of staff “buy-in,” and the focus would be on the actual 
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initiative rather than the presenter. However, she remarked that “if [the leadership team] 
decide we’re going to do [a school wide focus or initiative], we’re going to do it.” She 
had to rely on others to get “buy-in” and to move forward with her vision.  Getting staff 
to agree or buy-in to change or implementation of newly developed policies and practices 
in a school building requires collaboration of impacted staff members and agreements.  It 
is the principal’s political leadership to gather the beliefs of the stakehold rs and work 
with them to reach agreements or buy-in regarding new ideas and practices. 
Principal Hamilton commented that her role as principal was to “take a little 
pressure off [the staff], because these pressures are beyond school.”  These pressures 
were further described as the challenges in the classroom such as curriculum demands, 
assessments, learning styles, behaviors, and necessary resources in the classroom.  She 
did not ignore the politics within her building, but learned how to navigate around them 
as she worked to create an action plan for establishing her school vision. Specifically, she 
described the need to “weave the collaboration” when building an effective school 
leadership team and establishing effective professional learning communities.  She 
thought it necessary “to really feel and be sensitive to what’s happening to climate and to 
call off the mid-course adjustment if it doesn’t feel right.”  When building relationships, 
she sought to hear the differences and make provisions, but never change the direction 
towards which she and her school were moving.  “It’s something that comes from the 
principal; it’s a tone thing almost.  But I think holding onto the compass is, maybe, the 
absolute first thing.”   
Principal Hamilton described her leadership team as a group of staff members 
who, at first, were not consistent in attending the leadership team meetings.  She created a 
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team mentality among the group by learning from their oppositions and building alliances 
and relationships. She explained that through this process they developed into a “very 
strong leadership team…Strong in that they are very involved in the decision-making 
process for how we develop programs and policies and procedures for our school. So 
they play a very vital role”.  While acknowledging that this required some adjustments to 
her leadership practices, Principal Hamilton recognized that by forming new coalitions 
with staff members she ultimately built a strong leadership team.  Building new coalitions 
is a strategy within the political leadership.   
Principal Carter also acknowledged the “naysayers” in her building and described 
the obstacles that existed from the “non-vocal” staff members.  She noted that staff 
members complained about initiatives and staff expectations to other staff members but 
not to her, giving her a false impression that staff members were following the 
expectations and embracing the initiatives. To overcome this problem she had to know 
“the key players” in the school building and community and what “their agendas” were 
for the school. Obtaining this knowledge often entailed having meetings with many 
stakeholders; including staff, students, and parents in leadership positions, as well as 
those staff members identified as “influential” because of their status in he building.  
These influential staff members and stakeholders were the ones with the most years of 
experiences, served on the teachers’ union, or served in their leadership role for the 
longest.  She spent many hours listening to issues and, in some cases, fears, about her
vision for the school.  She had to address the concerns from the staff which at times, 
“slowed down” her plans for change.   
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Principal Carter also indicated that she had to “quickly know the teacher’s 
contract,” because her staff often referenced what teachers could or could not do, 
according to contract.  She realized that her staff was thinking about “what imp cted 
them, versus thinking globally” about the impact on student learning.  She further 
explained that, as the principal, she had to “have that global perspective of how it impacts 
the entire school and how that even impacts our community and our school district,” and 
not every stakeholder shared her beliefs. She provided an example of this phenomenon, 
describing how during a time when departments conducted after-school tutorials, staff 
reminded her about their “duty day” ending 30 minutes after the official school day.  
Most teachers did not stay after school because of other commitments.  She later initiated 
negotiations with the staff, and they agreed on lunchtime tutorials, which became 
problematic because the staff quoted the contract of a “duty-free lunch.” She noted that 
during her first few years in the school, staff members had a different perspective of the 
school vision; her message was “students first,” and the work that staff did was to
improve student achievement.  After many discussions, they ultimately came to some 
agreements regarding tutorials during lunchtime and after school. This is an exampl  of a 
principal’s political leadership of dealing with obstacles and reaching negotiations.   
Principal Washington arrived at his school with experience from another high 
school and found a number of differences among his leadership staff, in terms of the 
vision of the school.  He dealt openly with the differences by realigning resource to 
support the vision and reassigning department chairpersons to the same end.  He replaced
two department chairpersons because they did not share “the same vision” for the school 
and “their involvement in instruction and management” was very different from the other 
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chairpersons and they did not supervise their departments.  He believed that his staff 
needed to know the vision of the school, and that his approach was to be “hands-on.”  
According to Washington, having a principal who was “hands-on” and who modeled the 
work created “credibility” and helped the school to establish a vision. He further 
commented that, as principal, he had to “justify” his actions, and “being creative” and 
“taking risks” led to the development of a school vision.  Again, he modeled these 
behaviors to his administrators and department chairpersons, as well as to paren  and 
student leaders, in order to further his school vision.  However, he expressed his political
belief that, as the principal, “you take the blame. Let everybody else take the credit.”   
The four principals each acknowledged the pressures of test scores and 
competition added to their role as a school leader, and the all noted the pressures of 
meeting the local and federal testing requirements and the focus on student data and 
preparation for these testing requirements.  The conflict existed with the teachers 
teaching the curriculum and the principals preparing for the local and federal testing 
requirements. Principal Washington acknowledged the rhetoric about improving 
“teaching and learning,” but explained that these conversation with his principal 
supervisor lead to discussing results on national assessments, such as SAT, ACT, and 
Advanced Placement (AP) examinations instead of “looking at how this is impact ng 
what’s truly happening in the classroom.”  He experienced a lot of pressure from the 
Central Office to focus on increasing student performances on the SAT, ACT, and AP 
examinations, but he stressed to his teachers the importance of “good instruction” and 
increasing the students’ abilities to “read and write.”   
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Principal Anderson stated that she noticed a “disconnect” between the “demands 
of the system and the reality” among students, particularly when dealing with the 
benchmarks for the system initiatives and passing the federal test requirements.  
However, she felt that her school did “an incredible job getting kids, who others may 
have given up on long ago to a point where they’re college bound.”  Anderson sought to 
balance the emphasis on test requirements and preparing students for post-secondary 
education. She stated that high schools have only “four years and it’s tough,” but these 
pressures cannot “keep [the students] from realizing that there is a school for everybody.”  
She emphasized that she and her staff tried to provide “what the students needed.”  These 
principals were focused on the students needs and meeting the students’ goals and 
aspirations.  In summary, each of the four principals employed a political frame of 
leadership in their efforts to overcome obstacles by negotiating with staff and key 
stakeholders. This approach ultimately helped the principals to focus more intently on 
instruction.  These principals stated that their experiences with conflict and politics, in 
their schools, helped them to keep their focus on the students.  It appeared that the 
principals with the least years of experience had more issues with internal obstacles and 
challenges, but all of them had to deal with the politics of the demands of local and 
federal testing requirements and teaching of curriculum.  Although there was no mention 
of political leadership in MILF, there are suggestions of mutual respect, teamwork, trust, 
and collaborative decision making when focusing on instructional leadership (MILF, 
2005).  Political leadership involves problem solving strategies and these principals use 
this frame when there are problems or conflicts.       
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Symbolic leadership. As defined by Bolman and Deal (2008), the symbolic 
frame draws attention to the importance of leadership practices that consist of 
celebrations and ceremonies within a school building.  These leadership practices focus 
on creating transition rituals to mourn the past and celebrate the future (see Appendix G). 
Leadership practices focused on the symbolic aspects of organizations emphasize 
inspiration and the use of culture, memory, metaphor, ritual, ceremony, stories, and 
heroes (see Appendix E).  . In this section, I examine the principals’ celebrations, 
recognitions, and ceremonies related to instructional leadership. 
Celebrations, recognitions, and ceremonies.   The review of the data from the 
interviews did not provide many examples of celebrations, recognitions, and ceremonies 
related to instructional leadership as defined by MILF. However, listed below are the 
examples from the principals that related to symbolic leadership.  Principal Anderson 
acknowledged that in order to develop an effective school leadership team and 
professional learning communities among staff, staff need to celebrate succes es by 
creating traditions such as ceremonies and routines. She felt that “if you reward their 
successes, it translates into how they interact with students.”  She had celebrations at the 
annual opening of school staff meetings, which were entertaining and “rather amusing” 
for the staff, but the school vision, staff expectations, and policies and procedures were a 
part of the entertainment. In addition, she mentioned recognized staff during the 
preparation of the opening of school.   She also stated that during her administrative team 
meetings, she and her team “laugh a lot.”  She used that time to build relationships ad 
solve problems collaboratively.  She further reported that most of the time, her 
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administrative team meetings were settings to celebrate successes, both personal and 
professional.   
In summary, the high school principals did not comment about the celebrations 
and recognitions that related to instructional leadership except for Principal Anderson.  
One can assume that every school has a tradition or some type of celebration that makes 
the school unique and a special place to work.  It is noteworthy that these principals in the 
study did not provide examples of symbolic leadership based on the interview data.  .   
Summary of Choices 
The four high school principals differed both in their leadership styles and the 
demographics of their school; however, the study revealed many commonalities among
their choices to focus on instructional leadership through the lenses of Human Resource 
and Structural frames.  All four high principals described how they distributed their 
leadership among staff members, such as the assistant principals, department 
chairpersons, staff development teacher, and other key positions.  It appeared that the 
principals used more of human resource and structural frames leadership, but some of
their responses demonstrated political and symbolic frames of leadership.  Listed below 
are some of the choices that the principals made while focusing on instruction: 
• Structural Leadership of roles and responsibilities/Distributed Leadership: 
o Divide supervision of staff to assistant principals and department 
chairpersons. 
o Delegate responsibilities to assistant principal which included some 
community and school related activities including the “lead assistant 
principal” or “acting principal” in the absence of the principal.  
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o Assign student supervision to the assistant principals who manage 
disciplinary actions.   
o Become creative with the staffing allocation to hire additional support 
staff and leaders such as a staff development teacher to facilitate 
meeting and monitor the school improvement plan.  
o Have a clear focus on instruction that involves the leadership team 
focusing on ways to improve teaching and learning and providing 
relevant professional development opportunities for staff. 
o Create monitoring tools for departments to focus on instruction. 
o Monitor the work of all staff members without micromanaging. 
o Balance the job and family responsibilities and have secretary to 
monitor principal’s calendar.  Don’t serve on too many committees.  
o Demonstrate decision-making processes to assistant principals and 
staff in leadership positions.  
o Maintain open and frequent communication with assistant principals.  
o Schedule time to do paperwork when it’s quiet/after-hours. 
o Schedule time to conduct observations and meet with people. 
• Human Resources Leadership of building capacity and meeting needs: 
o Hire the best staff. 
o Build capacity among staff including assistant principals and 
department   chairperson, and future leaders within the school building 
by meeting regularly with the assistant principals and other leaders and 
providing opportunities for them to problem solve collaboratively.  
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o Establish positive relationships with colleagues and supervisors to 
serve as critical friends to help problem solve and provide feedback 
while maintaining confidentiality. 
o Increase the involvement of other staff members such as the business 
manager, athletic director, media specialists, and union representatives 
on the leadership team. 
o Celebrate successes and make staff feel valued and supported. 
o Help staff to display professionalism and great customer service in 
offices and public places.  
One commonality among the high school principals was the use of distributed 
leadership among the staff and the desire to build capacity. It was very clear that high 
school principals used distributed leadership in their work as instructional leaders.  
Because of the complexities of high school and their positions, principals create 
structures to monitor the total school program through the work of the assistant 
principals, department chairpersons, and other stakeholders. The principals describe  
many times their working relationships with their assistant principals and the importance 
of that role to monitor the total school program.  The principals stated that other positions 
such as the department chairpersons and specific staff positions helped to monitor the 
instructional program within a department.  Together, these positions created a leadership 
team of staff and stakeholders to monitor school improvement and school initiatives.  In 
order to distribute the work, the principals described their vision for their schools and 
carefully developed the steps to make their vision a reality through the work with their 
leadership team. 
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The equally important choice that principals made other then the use of 
distributed leadership is the creation of a school vision.  The principals created a vision 
based on student data which informed the necessary steps to reach their vision.  
Everyone’s job had to be aligned with the school vision and the principals created the 
structures for their staff to monitor or supervise certain aspects of the work based on their 
vision.  All of the principals used their vision and purpose for their schools to clarify job 
responsibilities, redefine the leadership team and its purpose, monitor teaching and 
learning in the classroom, and establish time limits to their work schedules.  The 
principals chose to reexamine how and when the monitoring on the instructional program 
was being completed.  
  Lastly, the principals stressed the importance of having the best qualified people 
in their buildings.  They described the importance of having a hiring process that 
involved the principal and providing opportunities for their leaders and staff to build 
capacity and a positive school or work culture.  These principals spoke about their 
attention to the capacity of the staff and their own work with their assistant principals to 
build trust and skills.  The principals also stressed the importance of building the capacity 
of all staff especially classroom teacher and establishing positive working relationships 
with students, teachers, parents and community members.  There was conflict among 
stakeholders, but the principals stressed the need to maintain frequent communication 
with the student leaders, parent organizations, and teachers.     
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This chapter consists of six sections: research summary, findings of the study, 
conclusions, recommendations, suggestions, and final thoughts. The research summary 
frames the major issues that led to this case study. It restates the purpose of the study, 
problem statement, research questions, and methodology. The findings are based on the 
principals’ perceptions of the demands and constraints of their job, and the conclusion 
section summarizes the common strategies that the four high school principals adopted to 
support their efforts to focus on instructional leadership.  The chapter concludes with 
recommendations for practice and extended research. 
Research Summary 
This section summarizes the statement of the problem and purpose of the study.  
It includes the research questions and brief overview of methodology. This study 
employed a qualitative case study to examine common strategies utilized by four high 
school principals in the same school district to support their efforts to focus on 
instructional leadership. The researcher sought to design a study that utilized multiple 
data collection methods to yield reliable data that would make a significant contribution 
to the field of educational administration.  
Statement of the problem. The role of the high school principal has become 
increasingly challenging, and expectations from recent reform initiat ves now call for 
principals to provide instructional leadership within the school building. The 
principalship is complex, and it is difficult for one person to fulfill the myriad duties of 
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both a manager and instructional leader.  Every great school needs to have an effective 
principal and an effective teaching staff, but demands and constraints have an impact on 
many principals' ability to fulfill the expectations of their position.  Currently, little 
research exists that examines how high school principals address the demands of their 
schools, while cultivating instructional leadership among their staff. 
Purpose of the study. The purpose of the study was to identify strategies that 
principals used to lessen the demands of their daily operations and to collaborate more 
effectively with key staff members, such as assistant principals, departmnt chairpersons, 
and other individuals with supervisory responsibilities.  This researcher also sought to 
examine the demands and constraints encountered by four high school principals i one 
school district as they focused on instructional leadership (as defined by the Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Framework).   
Research questions. To aid in the understanding of how high school principals 
choose to focus on instructional leadership, in spite of the demands and constraints, the 
following research questions were developed. These questions provided the structure for 
data collection and analysis in this study:   
1. What do high school principals describe as the instructional and non- 
 instructional demands of their jobs? 
2. What do high school principals describe as job constraints that have an 
impact on instruction? 
3. In light of the demands and constraints of their positions, what strategies 
do high school principals adopt to support their efforts to focus on 
instructional leadership?    
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Methodology. This dissertation reported on a qualitative study of four high 
schools in a suburban school district. The study explored the experiences of each high 
school's principal; and the demands, constraints, and choices they face as instructional 
leaders. Chapter 3 explained the research design and methodology, and Chapter 4 
provided a description of the schools and background information for the principals.   
The high schools were selected based on location, student enrollment, staff size, 
academic performance, and the availability of special programs at the school.  T e 
principals of these four high schools agreed to participate in this study and then 
completed a survey that explored the principals' backgrounds, along with the potential 
demands and constraints of their jobs.  The principals also participated in interviews, 
where they answered a number of questions about the demands and constraints that they 
frequently faced in their roles as instructional leaders. The interview questions were 
based on the work of Rosemary Stewart (1982) and Bolman and Deal (2008). Chapter 5 
provided an analysis of the findings of the study and detailed both the similarities nd 
differences in leadership styles and choices among the four participants.   
Findings 
 
Four high school principals were interviewed in an effort to understand their 
perceptions of the demands and constraints they faced as instructional leaders.  They 
were asked to describe the strategies they adopted to support their focus on instruction.  
The surveys and individual interviews revealed the following eight findings: 
Finding #1. Sergiovanni (2001) reported that leadership serves several functions 
in public schools, and according to Stewart’s (1982) work, managers must face numerous 
demands to fulfill their job description.  Pounder and Merrill (2001) found that additional 
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expectations and responsibilities are being placed on the principal, while little is being 
removed from their long list of job responsibilities.  The data from this study indicate a 
number of non-instructional demands that high school principals face in their schools.   
Results from this inquiry reveal that the most common perceptions of non-
instructional demands included the following:  attending meetings that take time away 
from other tasks; responding to complaints and issues, correcting other individuals’ 
mistakes, discussing job performance of non-teaching staff, working with and responding 
to requests from direct supervisor, maintaining visibility by attending school events and 
programs, and addressing school facility issues.  The principals reported that these 
identified non-instructional demands significantly impacted their work as instructional 
leaders.  These perceptions of non-instructional demands were just some of the 
challenges identified in Pounder and Merrill's (2001) work.   
Finding #2. Stewart (1982) found that a number of factors in the workplace; 
including the physical environment, location, resources, organizational restrictions, 
attitudes of other people, culture, and climate; can serve as constraints that hinder an 
individual's ability to perform the functions of their position.  In the school setting, 
particularly at the high school level, examples of these constraints include the school 
building, the number of students and staff, available financial and human capital 
resources, a principal's supervisor, and the school culture and climate.   The data from the 
current study reveal that high school principals face a number of constraints in their 
schools.   
The most common perceptions of constraints included the following:   
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• school system’s policies on staff and financial allocations and 
expenditures,  
• the composition of staff members, the design and working conditions of 
the school,  
• accessibility to technology,  
• capability and experience of the principals’ supervisors,  
• insufficient financial resources,  
• strict guidelines for purchasing instructional materials, and  
• type of working relationship with union representatives. 
Finding #3. The data from the study indicate a number of instructional demands 
that high school principals face in their schools.  These instructional demands were 
defined by the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework (2005).  Hallinger (2003), 
Murphy (1994) and Horng, Klasik, and Loeb (2010) refer to the principal as a leader of 
the total operation of the school; including teaching, learning, and allocating resources.  
The most common perceptions of instructional demands included the following:   
• hiring staff,  
• focusing on student performance based on state and national assessments 
and meeting targets,  
• having conversations with staff about performance, 
• conducting observations and evaluations, and  
• working with stakeholders including teachers, parents, and students.   
  162 
 
  
According to Horng, Klasik, and Loeb (2010), “hiring personnel, an organization 
management task, may be the most influential role principals have in the instructonal 
practices of their schools” (pp. 519-520) 
Finding #4. Three of the four high school principals found it difficult to separate 
non-instructional demands from instructional demands.  They described the demands of 
their job as “owning everything” as a high school principal.  Stewart (1982) stated that 
leaders must “change their view of demands and constraints, and so, their perception of 
the available choices” (p.8). The three high school principals had the perception that they 
must “own everything,” and felt responsible for each aspect of operation in the school
building.  The implications of this interpretation of owning everything created multiple 
demands that were not associated with the job description of a principal.   However, 
identifying “what is to be done,” and by whom, helped principals to focus on 
instructional leadership and instructional demands.   
Finding #5. The data indicate that the four high school principals’ responses were 
aligned with many of the components of the Maryland Instructional Leadership 
Framework.  They noted that “the work to be done” included  
• facilitating the development of a school vision;  
• aligning all aspects of a school culture to student and adult learning;  
• monitoring the alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment;  
• improving instructional practices through the purposeful observation and 
evaluation of teachers; and  
• engaging all community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student 
and school success.    
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Finding #6. The data show that high school principals distributed their leadership 
to their assistant principals, department chairpersons, and other key members of th  
school building, in order to further their efforts to focus on instruction. This action 
supports the research by Hallinger (2003), Hallinger and Murphy (1985), and Spillane 
(2001), which indicated that the work must be distributed to others in the school building 
in order to monitor and improve instruction.  Mayrowetz (2008) stated, “distributed 
leadership promotes the notion that by having multiple people engaged in leadership, 
these individuals will all learn more about themselves and the issues facing the school.  
Eventually, the collective capacity of the organization will increase to the point that the 
school can address its own shortcomings” (p. 431). 
Finding #7. The four high school principals noted that the following strategies 
enabled them to focus on instruction in their school buildings:   
• having a clear focus on instruction and professional development;  
• monitoring the work and create monitoring tools;  
• delegating supervision of staff to assistant principals and department 
chairpersons;  
• assigning specific responsibilities to assistant principals, including 
attending meetings, events and other school related activities;  
• assigning student supervision to the assistant principals;  
• building capacity among assistant principals, department chairpersons, and 
other teacher leaders;  
• creating opportunities for other key staff members to demonstrate 
leadership and to be a part of the decision making process;  
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• establishing positive relationships with colleagues and supervisors who 
can serve as critical friends;   
• becoming creative with staffing allocation and monitor financial 
resources;  
• balancing the work with family responsibilities;  
• maintaining open and frequent communication with all stakeholders;  
• scheduling time to do paperwork outside of instructional time;  
• conducting observations; and  
• building a culture of professionalism and great customer services.    
Managers need to recognize that they can make choices about their work in an 
organization and they are in a position where they can influence their work. (Stewart, 
1982).   
Finding #8. According to Bolman and Deal (1991), “managers often use only one 
or two frames, but need to rely on all four to be fully effective as both managers and 
leaders” (p. 529).  Although all four high school principals appeared to use all four 
frames of human resources, structural, political, and symbolic leadership, the structural 
and human resources fames were commonly used by principals in order to further their 
efforts to focus on instructional leadership.  Within the human resources frame, the 
principals built capacity, created opportunities for leadership and decision maki g, 
established positive relationships with colleagues and supervisors, and made staff fe l 
valued and supported.  The structural frame was used by the principals when they 
monitored the work of others, created monitoring tools, delegated supervision of staff, 
established clear roles and responsibilities of leaders, maintained open and frequent 
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communication, and scheduled time to complete paperwork and conduct observations.  
Principals need to focus on the instructional program by designing a strong teaching staff 
through the hiring and observation process by monitoring student success and 
achievement.   
Conclusions 
 
The findings of this study lead to a number of key conclusions.  First, the four 
high school principals had similar non-instructional and instructional demands and 
constraints despite differences in the characteristics and locations of their sc ools.  Size 
of student and staff populations, student demographics, and school programs did not 
reduce or increase the number of demands. School policies including staffing allocations 
and facility issues were common constraints that affected the work of the high scool
principals.  Also, the desire for access to additional financial resources and autonomy 
with staffing appeared to be common among the high school principals.  Based on the 
needs of the school and the vision of the principals, this financial access and staffing 
autonomy would provide the freedom to reallocate staffing positions and to purchase 
instructional materials and technology.    
The four high school principals appeared to navigate between human resource 
leadership and structural leadership frames in order to balance these demands and focus 
on instruction.  They established certain designs or placed certain structures in th ir
buildings in order to focus on instruction, yet built capacity, support and empowerment 
within the administrative team, instructional leadership team, and other leaders. This 
choice of leadership led to the focus on instruction and ultimately to student achievement.     
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Each of the four principals described their structured administrative and 
instructional leadership teams as very important supports that allowed both the principals 
and other staff members in leadership positions to focus on instruction.  To this end, 
knowledgeable and competent assistant principals and department chairpersons are 
needed to help the principal focus on instruction.  Also, other key positions, such as a 
technology specialist, media specialist, staff development teacher helped the school 
leaders in this study to focus on instruction and may prove useful resources for other 
leadership teams in the field.   
The four high school principals described the need to establish a clear and focuse 
vision and to hire staff members who support that vision.  These high school principals 
empowered their staff to perform their respective job duties and used structures such as 
specific job responsibilities and expectations or individuals in key leadership pos tions to 
monitor their work.  In their 2008 study, Bolman and Deal found that “effectiveness as a 
manager was particularly associated with the structural frame, whereas the symbolic and 
political frames tended to be the primary determinants of effectiveness as a leader” (p. 
325).  Specifically, Bolman and Deal (2008) described effective leaders as those w  use 
multiple frames and assess the situation to determine which frame would be most useful 
in getting the best results.  The findings showed that the principals used multiple frames 
and confirmed the research of Bolman and Deal.  However, this study revealed that the 
principals used two frames consistently as they focused on instructional leadership.  It is 
critical that educational leaders are familiar with the four-framed mo el and are equipped 
to use the components in their work as leaders.   
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Rosemary Stewart’s (1982) framework provided an understanding that individual 
managerial positions must face many demands and constraints.   Her study involved 
observations of managers in various fields.  This inquiry employed her framework and 
applied it to the field of education to show that principals, like other organizational 
managers, have many demands and constraints that significantly impact their ability to 
perform their assigned job functions.  Her framework allowed the researcher to ask 
specific questions of principals to understand the strategies they adopted and the choices 
they made to further their efforts to focus on instructional leadership.  Her resea ch 
described these choices of the managers and discussed delegation of work.  Bolman and 
Deal’s (2008) frames proved useful in categorizing the principals’ actions and 
determining similarities among the principals.    
Recommendations for Practice 
 
The data revealed in this study revealed a number of demands and constraints and 
subsequently led to several recommendations specific to Eastland School District.  
However, other school districts also can benefit from this research as they consider key 
strategies for adequately preparing, appointing, and retaining effective high school 
principals.  As such, a number of implications for practice arose from this study 
Recommendation #1. Based on these findings, school districts in Maryland 
should utilize the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework as an evaluati e and 
professional development tool for principals and other administrators.  All principals and 
supervisors would have a framework for planning professional development 
opportunities and system wide meetings.   
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Recommendation #2.  The school district should assess the number of non-
instructional demands that principals face in their job and examine ways to lesen these 
types of strains on time and attention, so principals can focus more on instruction.  For 
example, the school district could reexamine the number of meetings that principals must 
attend outside of their buildings.   
Recommendation #3. The school district should provide some flexibility and 
autonomy for principals to implement changes to staffing and financial allocations. 
Principals would have the flexibility to realign resources, based on the needs of the 
students and the goal to place greater emphasis on instruction.   
Recommendation #4. The school district should examine the need for additional 
training for principals based on Bolman and Deal’s (2008) framework of human 
resources, structural, political, and symbolic. This training would help principals navigate 
among these different frames when dealing with situations and share best practices with 
other principals and administrators. Such trainings would also help principals to focus on 
both the non-instructional and instructional demands of their positions.  
Suggestions for Further Research 
 
This study illustrates four high school principals' perceptions of the demands and 
constraints of their positions.  The data provide details of the choices that principals made 
to further their efforts to focus on instructional leadership and identified the mor  
frequently used leadership frames they employed to balance the demands that they f ced.  
However, the findings of this study raised additional questions for further research.   
Question #1.  How do other school districts support high school principals’ effort 
to focus on instructional leadership?   
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Question #2.  How does a principal’s background and experience to impact the 
principals’ leadership style?   
Question #3. Does the use of one particular frame positively impact student 
performance and achievement?  Among schools that did not achieve Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) and school that did make AYP, what are the similarities and differences 
among the principals’ reframing leadership style?   
Question #4.  What are the similarities and differences of the demands, 
constraints, and choices of high school principals from different school districts?  What 
are the differences and similarities in how they focus on instructional leadership? 
Question #5.  How effective is the use of the leadership frames and the Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Framework as indicated by the principals’ supervisors?   
Final Thoughts 
 As an experienced principal, this case study allowed me to reflect on my own 
experiences and preparation for the high school principalship.  I have served as a 
principal at the middle and high school levels, and each time, my appointment to the 
principalship was during the month of July.  Beginning my tenure of a principalship 
during the summer gave me time to identify areas needing improvement in the 
instructional program and to create a timeframe to address these areas.  This convenient 
timing also allowed me the opportunity to meet the leaders of the school and gather data 
from their perspective.   
Using the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework provides an opportunity 
for any principal to identify those critical components of instructional leadership and lists 
examples of effective practices in each area borne out by evidence from natinal 
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organizations.  I have used the framework to focus on the “demands” of my job and have 
chosen to delegate other responsibilities, or expectations from stakeholders, to staff 
members in leadership positions.  These stakeholders include parents, teachers, student
and Central Office staff.  This case study validated that the job of a high school principal 
is very demanding; because of the many extracurricular activities, athletic events, and 
meetings that are scheduled each year.  However, the expectation from all stakeholders; 
including teachers, students, and parents; is that the student body is achieving goals based 
on the state benchmarks and the local school district requirements.  
By looking at my choices as a high school principal through the lenses of Bolman 
and Deal’s (2008) frames of structural, human resources, political, and symbolic; I 
realized that I too must navigate through multiple lenses and cannot be perceived as a 
leader who demonstrates a certain leadership style.  A classroom teacher who is studying 
to become an administrator interviewed me in December, 2010. He was assigned to 
identify my leadership style, as it related to Bolman and Deal’s work.  I was shocked that 
the classroom teacher saw me as a principal who operates primarily within a political 
frame.   
When we talked about his categorizing of me, I learned that was his impression of 
me when I first arrived at my school almost four years ago.  My school was in a critic l
condition because the graduation rate was down, the students did not meet the state 
benchmarks for AYP, and the school was scheduled for accreditation.   My time and 
attention were taken up with getting staff and students to take ownership of behaviors, 
attitudes, and beliefs and creating coalitions with teacher leaders, administrators, 
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students, staff, and parents.  It was incredible for me to reflect on my own practices and 
realize how I had been perceived.   
A few months later, the classroom teacher came back and gave a different 
perspective.  He shadowed me for a few days and discussed his findings with one of my 
assistant principals.  He was able to give specific examples of how, recently, I used more 
of the structural and human resources frames in increasing student achievement in the 
school building.  He also shared that he saw the political frame when dealing with 
difficult situations that involved staff and parents.  Although I was pleased to hear that he 
could see that I was using different leadership strategies in the building, I kept thinking 
about ways to better utilize the symbolic frame.   
According to Bolman and Deal (2008), the “effectiveness as a manager was 
particularly associated with the structural frame, whereas the symbolic and political 
frames tended to be the primary determinants of effectiveness of a leader” (p.325).  This 
case study caused me to reflect on my own practices and improve my ability to use 
multiple frames, while focusing on instructional leadership. Also, I feel that I need to 
increase leadership opportunities for staff by working directly with my administrative and 
instructional leadership teams, and for students by providing a forum for their opinions to 
be heard and ideas to be implemented.  This study has helped me to reflect on my 











Items taken from Pounder D.G., & Merrill, R.J. (2001, February) Job Desirability of the 
High School Principalship:  A job choice theory perspective. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 37(1), 53-54. 
Attraction to the High School Principalship 
Factors 1  2  3  4  
Factor 1 – Desire to achieve/influence education 
• Desire to make a difference 
• Empower school change 
• Personal/professional growth 
• Leadership opportunities 
• School improvement/vision 
• Influence on others 
• Personal professional relationships 
• Developing curriculum 
• Develop community relations 
• Develop school policies 
    
Factor 2 – Work – problems/dilemmas 
• Student behavior issues 
• Ethical dilemmas 
• Assuming accountability 
• Countering problem situations 
• Teacher grievances/unions 
• Terminating unfit employees 
    
Factor 3 – Work – time demands 
• Extracurricular supervision 
• Extended work day 
• Balancing demands – job/family 
    
Factor 4 – School Context 
• Reputation of school 
• Location of school 
• Socioeconomic composition 
• Enrollment size of school 
    
Factor 5 – Objective – salary/benefits 
• Salary 
• Retirement benefits 
• Salary versus position demands 
• Flexible vacations 
    
Factor 6 – Work – External relations 
• Site-based councils 
• Partnerships/fundraising 
• Laws/regulations/policies 
• IDEA/504 issues 
    
Factor 7 – Critical Contact 
• Encouragement from educators to remain 
• Attend conferences 
• Support from superiors 
• Attending required meetings 
    
Factor 8 – Work – management tasks 
• Define staff roles 
• Registration of students 
• Master schedule 
• FTE management 
    
Factor 9 – Work – fiscal management 
• School budgeting 
• Adequate funding 
    
 
1 – N/A 2 – Not important 3 – Important 4 – Very important 
 




CONSENT FORM  
Project Title The High School Principals’ Perceptions of the Demands, 
Constraints, and Choices in Their Work as Instructional Leaders 
Why is this research 
being done? 
This is a research project being conducted by Dr. Hanne 
Mawhinney and Darryl L. Williams at the University of Maryland, 
College Park.  We are inviting you to participate in this research 
project because you were nominated by the community 
superintendent because of your years of experiences as a high 
school principal and role as an instructional leader and   The 
purpose of this research project is to get your perceptions of the 
demands and constraints of your role as principal and the choices 
that you make in order to focus on instructional leadership.  We 
are seeking this information that may contribute to the role as 
instructional leaders and the actions to support that role, 
reexamination of training programs and professional 
development opportunities for principals, and the promotion and 
retention of high school principals.  





The procedures involve a quick survey identifying the 
instructional and non-instructional demands of the job as high 
school principal.  You will be asked to participate in 2 hour 
interview sessions with the researcher where you will describe the 
demands and constraints of your job.  Based on your responses, 
you will be asked to participate in other interview sessions with 
the researcher to describe your choices fully and provide any 
documents, portfolios and memos to support your responses.  
These interviews will take placed at your school or other agreed 
upon location.  These interviews will be recorded and later 
transcribed.  The estimated number of sessions is three or until 
the data are saturated. Interview Questions for the high school 
principals: 
Demands 
What are the demands of your job that related to instruction?  
Why are these demands? 
What are the demands of your job that do not relate to 
instruction?  Why are these demands? 
What is the regular work that cannot be delegated?  Why? 
Describe the working relationships with your principal 
supervisor, assistant principals, department chairpersons, 
students, teachers, and parents. 
What is the occasional work of your job?  What is your work on 
site-based committees?  What is your work with county-wide or 
state committees? 
What are the time demands of your job?  Are there certain hours 
that you have to acquire during the day?   
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Exercise (Rosemary Stewart)  Consider demands from the 
following sources: 
Subordinates:  the minimum time that must be spend with 
subordinates to avoid penalties 
Boss:  What your boss expects and you cannot ignore without 
penalty 
Peers:  The request for services, information, or help from people 
outside your unit that you cannot ignore or delegate without 
penalty 
People outside the organization:  Requests for services, 
information, or help that you cannot ignore or delegate without 
penalty 
Administrative demands:  returns, budgets, and other procedures 
that cannot be ignored or wholly delegated; Meetings that cannot 
be skipped 
In deciding on the demands under each of the headings above you 
will need to consider how serious are the penalties for not doing 
them 
Constraints 
What are the financial constraints?   
What are the staffing constraints? 
What are the organizational policies and procedures that cause 
constraints? 
What is your organizational structure?   
Common constraints that limit a manager’s choices are listed 
below.  Describe the following: 
Resource constraints, including buildings 
Legal and trade union constraints 
Technological limitations of equipment and process 
Physical location 
Organizational policies and procedures; roles and 
responsibilities of administrators; standard operating procedures 
Attitudes that influence what actions other people will accept or 
tolerate 
Choices 
 Describe your actions to focus on instruction. 
What impacts these decisions?  Who impacts these decisions? 
Within your unit: 
What is delegated? 
What emphasis is place on different aspects of the job? 
What are the changes in the nature of the work? 
Are there any changes in the methods, organization and 
technology 
Describe your leadership style.  Give examples. 
Within the management team(s); administrative team and 
instructional leadership team 
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Who has influence? 
How do you share the tasks? 
What role do you play? 
Boundary management: 
How and when do you protect the unit from disturbance? 
When do you permit changes in outputs or inputs? 
Upwards: 
When and how do you influence the boss and other senior 
managers? 
When and what do you delegate up? 
When and what do you delegate down? 
Elsewhere in organization: 
When and how do you work with other parties? 
When do you empower and allow others to become experts? 
Outside the organization: 
How do you establish professional contacts? 
How do you develop networks and bargaining strategies? 
Questions from Choices For The Manager, Appendix 2, p. 129  
What are your key tasks including whether the jobholder saw it as 
one job or a combination of different kinds of jobs? 
What is the scope of your job including the number of 
subordinates? 
How is your job performance assessed? 
What was distinctive about the job compared with any with 
similar titles in the organization? 
What is the work that had to or could, be done by the manager’s 
unit, divided between work input, conversion and output? 
What work could or could not be delegated and why it could not? 
List the decisions in which the manager gets involved/got 
involved? 
What is the membership of any work teams? 
What could the manager do to limit disturbances to the unit? 
What opportunities do you have for innovation? 
What kind of work that the manager could do outside the unit for 
which a checklist was provided as well as comments being 
invited? 
What are the different kinds of constraints?  What could be done 
to reduce any of them? 
How has the job compared with the manager’s previous jobs in 
the opportunities for choice? 
What does the manager do that another job holder might not do? 
What are the choices in the range of contacts and the time spent 




We will do our best to keep your personal information 
confidential.  To help protect your confidentiality, you and your 
school will receive pseudo names.  All data, documents, memos 
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 and portfolios will be locked in a filing cabinet off of the property 
of Eastland School District.  The surveys are anonymous and will 
not contain information that my personally identify you.  A code 
will be placed on the survey and other collected data and through 
the use of an identification key, the researcher will be able to link 
your survey and transcripts to your identity and the researcher 
will have access to the identification key.     If we write a report or 
article about this research project, your identity will be protected 
to the maximum extent possible.  Your information may be shared 
with representatives of the University of Maryland, College Park 
or governmental authorities if you or someone else is in danger or 
if we are required to do so by law. 
In accordance with legal requirements and/or professional 
standards, we will disclose to the appropriate individuals and/or 
authorities information that comes to our attention concerning 
child abuse or neglect or potential harm to you or others.    





There may be some risks from participating in this research study 
such as fear in speaking your truth, or making derogatory 
comments about staff or sharing differences of opinion about how 
the school system functions.  The researcher will maintain 
confidentiality and identities will not be revealed.   
What are the 
benefits of this 
research?  
This research is not designed to help you personally, but the 
results may help the investigator learn more about principal 
training programs and promotion and retention of high school 
principals.  We hope that, in the future, other people might benefit 
from this study through improved understanding of the role of 
high school principals.  
Do I have to be in 
this research? 
May I stop 
participating at any 
time?   
Your participation in this research is completely voluntary.  You 
may choose not to take part at all.  If you decide to participate in 
this research, you may stop participating at any time.  If you 
decide not to participate in this study or if you stop participating 
at any time, you will not be penalized or lose any benefits to 
which you otherwise qualify.  However, if you decide to withdraw 
from the research after the quick survey, then this will prolong the 
data collection process for the researcher. 





This research is being conducted by Dr. Hanne Mawhinney, 
Department of Educational Leadership, Higher Education and 
International Education at the University of Maryland, College 
Park.  If you have any questions about the research study itself, 
please contact Dr.Mawhinney a t301-405-4546 or 
hmawhinn@umd.edu. 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or 
wish to report a research-related injury, please contact: 
Institutional Review Board Office, University of Maryland, 
College Park, Maryland, 20742;  (e-mail) irb@deans.umd.edu;  
(telephone) 301-405-0678  
  177 
 
  
This research has been reviewed according to the University of 
Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for research involving 
human subjects. 
Statement of Age of 
Subject and Consent 
 
Your signature indicates that: 
  you are at least 18 years of age,  
   the research has been explained to you; 
   your questions have been fully answered; and  
  you freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this research   
 project. 
Signature and Date 
 
NAME OF SUBJECT 
 
 






































Interview Questions for the high school principals taken from examples in Rosemary 
Stewart (1982).  Choices for the manager, Appendices, pp125-140. 
 
Demands 
1. What are the demands of your job that related to instruction?  Why are these 
demands? 
2. What are the demands of your job that do not relate to instruction?  Why are these 
demands 
3. What is the regular work that cannot be delegated?  Why? 
4. Describe the working relationships with your principal supervisor, assistant 
principals, department chairpersons, students, teachers, and parents. 
5. What is the occasional work of your job?  What is your work on site-based 
committees?  What is your work with county-wide or state committees? 
6. What are the time demands of your job?  Are there certain hours that you have to 
acquire during the day?   
7. Exercise (Rosemary Stewart)  Consider demands from the following sources: 
a. Subordinates:  the minimum time that must be spend with subordinates to 
avoid penalties 
b. Boss:  What your boss expects and you cannot ignore without penalty 
c. Peers:  The request for services, information, or help from people outside 
your unit that you cannot ignore or delegate without penalty 
d. People outside the organization:  Requests for services, information, or 
help that you cannot ignore or delegate without penalty 
e. Administrative demands:  returns, budgets, and other procedures that 
cannot be ignored or wholly delegated; Meetings that cannot be skipped 
8. In deciding on the demands under each of the headings above you will need to 
consider how serious are the penalties for not doing them 
Constraints 
1. What are the financial constraints?   
2. What are the staffing constraints? 
3. What are the organizational policies and procedures that cause constraints? 
4. What is your organizational structure?   
5. Common constraints that limit a manager's choices are listed below. Describe the 
following: 
a. Resource constraints, including buildings 
b. Legal and trade union constraints 
c. Technological limitations of equipment and process 
d. Physical location 
e. Organizational policies and procedures; roles and responsibilities of 
administrators; standard operating procedures 
f. Attitudes that influence what actions other people will accept or tolerate 




1. Describe your actions to focus on instruction. 
2. What impacts these decisions?  Who impacts these decisions? 
3. Within your unit: 
a. What is delegated? 
b. What emphasis is place on different aspects of the job? 
c. What are the changes in the nature of the work? 
d. Are there any changes in the methods, organization and technology 
e. Describe your leadership style. Give examples. 
4. Within the management team(s); administrative team and instructional leadership 
team 
a. Who has influence? 
b. How do you share the tasks? 
c. What role do you play? 
5. Boundary management: 
a. How and when do you protect the unit from disturbance? 
b. When do you permit changes in outputs or inputs? 
6. Upwards: 
a. When and how do you influence the boss and other senior managers? 
b. When and what do you delegate up? 
c. When and what do you delegate down? 
7. Elsewhere in organization: 
a. When and how do you work with other parties? 
b. When do you empower and allow others to become experts? 
8. Outside the organization: 
a. How do you establish professional contacts? 


























Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework 
Instructional Leadership 
Outcome 
Evidence in Practice 
1. Facilitate the 
Development of a School 
Vision 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
1.1A written school vision that encompasses values, challenges, and opportunities for the academic, 
social, and emotional development of each student 
1.2A process for ensuring that all staff and other stakeholders are able to articulate the vision 
1.3Procedures in place for the periodic, collaborative review of the vision by stakeholders 
1.4Resource aligned to support the vision 
2. Align All Aspects of a 
School Culture to Student 
and Adult Learning 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
2.1  Mutual respect, teamwork, and trust in dealings with students, staff, and parents 
2.2  High expectations for all students and teachers in a culture of continuous improvement 
2.3  An effective school leadership team 
2.4 Effective professional learning communities aligned with the school improvement plan, focused 
on results, and characterized by collective responsibility for instructional planning and student 
learning 
2.5 Opportunities for leadership and collaborative decision making distributed among stakeholders, 
especially teachers 
3. Monitor the Alignment of 
Curriculum, Instruction, 
and Assessment 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
3.1 Ongoing conversations with teachers as to how state content standards, voluntary state 
curriculum and/or local curriculum, and research-based instructional strategies are integrated into 
daily classroom instruction 
3.2 Teacher assignments that are rigorous, purposeful, and engaging 
3.3 Student work that is appropriately challenging a d demonstrates new learning 
3.4  Assessments that regularly measure student mastery of the content standards 
4. Improve Instructional 
Practices Through the 
Purposeful Observation and 
Evaluation of Teachers 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
4.1 A process to determine what students are reading, writing, producing, and learning 
4.2 Use of student data and data collected during the observation process to make recommendations 
for improvement in classroom instruction 
4.3  Formal feedback during observation conferences as well as ongoing informal visits, meetings, 
and conversations with teachers regarding classroom instruction 
4.4  Regular and effective evaluation of teacher performance based on continuous student progress 
4.5  Identification and development of potential school leaders 
 
5. Ensure the Regular 
integration of Appropriate 
Assessments into Daily 
Classroom Instruction 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
5.1Multiple and varied assessments that are collaboratively developed 
5.2Formative assessments that are a regular part of the ngoing evaluation of student performance 
and that serve as the basis for adjustments to instruction 
5.3Summative assessments that are aligned in format and content with state assessments 
5.4Appropriate interventions for individual students based on results of assessments 
6. Use Technology and 
Multiple Sources of Data to 
Improve Classroom 
Instruction 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
6.1Effective use of appropriate instructional technology by students, staff, and administration 
6.2 Regular use of the MSDE websites (Maryland Report Card and School Improvement) 
6.3 Review of disaggregated data by subgroups 
6.4 Ongoing root cause analysis of student performance that drives instructional decision making 
6.5 Regular collaboration among teachers on analyzing student work 




The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
7.1 Results-oriented professional development that is ligned with identified curricular, 
instructional, and assessment needs and is connected to school improvement goals 
7.2 Opportunities for teachers to engage in collabor tive planning and critical reflection during the 
regular school day (job-embedded) 
7.3 Differentiated professional development according to career stages, needs of staff, and student 
performance 
7.4 Personal involvement in professional development activities 
7.5 Professional development aligned with the Maryland Teacher Professional Development 
Standards 
8.  Engage All Community 
Stakeholders in a Shared 
Responsibility for Student 
and School Success 
The principal is able to demonstrate that there is/are: 
8.1 Parents and caregivers welcomed in the school, encouraged to participate, and given information 
and materials to help their children learn 
8.2 Parents and caregivers who are active members of the school improvement process 
8.3 Community stakeholders and school partners who readily participate in school life 
 
 






Overview of the Four-Frame Model 
Bolman and Deal (2008) p. 18 
 
Frame 


























































Choosing a Frame 
 
Question If Yes: If No: 
Are individual commitment 







Is the technical quality of 
the decision important? 
Structural Human resource 
Political 
Symbolic 
Are there high levels of 











































Reframing Organizational Change 
 
Reframing Organizational Change 
 
FRAME BARRIERS TO CHANGE ESSENTIAL 
STRATEGIES 
Structural Loss of direction, clarity,  





patterns and policies 
Human resource Anxiety, uncertainty; 
people feel incompetent and 
needy 
Training to develop new 
skills; participation and 
involvement; psychological 
support 
Political Disempowerment; conflict 
between winners and losers 
Create arenas where issues 
can be renegotiated and 
new coalitions formed 
Symbolic Loss of meaning and 
purpose; clinging to the past 
Create transition rituals; 
mourn the past, celebrate 
the future 



























NVivo Analysis Charts – Summary of Principals’ Responses to Leadership Frame with the Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Framework 
1 = Data supported the category and 0 = no data supported the category 


































































































































































1 : Human Resources 
Frame 
1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 
2 : Political Frame 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
3 : Structural Frame 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 




































































































































































1 : Human Resources 
Frame 
1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 
2 : Political Frame 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 
3 : Structural Frame 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 




































































































































































1 : Human Resources 
Frame 
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
2 : Political Frame 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 
3 : Structural Frame 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 




































































































































































1 : Human Resources 
Frame 
1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 
2 : Political Frame 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
3 : Structural Frame 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 
4 : Symbolic Frame 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
  





NVivo Analysis – Principals’ Responses 
 
4 = four principals responded to the category, 3 = three principals responded to the 
category, 2 = two principals responded to the category, 1 = one principal responded to the 
































































































































































1 : Human 
Resources Frame 
4 4 3 3 1 0 2 2 
2 : Political 
Frame 
3 2 1 1 0 1 0 3 
3 : Structural 
Frame 
4 4 4 4 0 1 1 4 
4 : Symbolic 
Frame 






























NVivo Chart – Principals’ Responses 
 













































































































































































1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 
Principal 
Hamilton 
1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 
Principal 
Carter 
1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 
Principal 
Washington 
1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 




Administrative Team – consists of principal and assistant principals.  
Assistant Principal – Eastland School District (2010) describes the assistant principal as 
an administrator that assists with administering and supervising the total schoo program 
and providing educational leadership for the students and staff members consistent with 
the educational goals of the community. Functions include establishing a climate 
conducive to learning, planning, and coordinating programs, effecting change, and 
decision-making. 
Business Manager (School-based) – Eastland School District (2010) describes the 
business manager as the individual who provides overall leadership related to the 
financial management of the school, facility management, and management of other 
aspects of the school not directly related to the instructional program. The position shall 
be responsible for the school's budget and financial functions in accordance with Board 
policy and regulations; oversees the use of the facility; provides guidance to food service 
school personnel, transportation, purchasing and procurement programs; collaborates 
with the school leadership team to effectively manage human resources; ensuresthe 
school derives maximum benefit from its budget. Business Manager contributes to the 
school's overall development as an active member of the school leadership team. He or 
she is responsible for providing comprehensive and accurate financial information to 
school leadership and the Board in a timely manner to enable the school to plan and take 
appropriate management action.  
Department Chairperson (resource teacher) – Eastland School District (2010) 
describes the department chairperson (high school resource teacher) as a teacher who 
supervises a department of teachers. The department chairperson (resource teacher)
provides leadership to departments or subject field(s) within high schools under 
supervision of school administration. A department chairperson (resource teacher) 
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supports classroom teachers in the instructional program, serves as an instructio al role 
model, supports the development of a professional learning community within the 
department and school, observes and analyzes instructional practices related to teachers' 
professional growth and evaluation, collaborates with supervisors and colleagues on 
instructional issues, takes a leadership role in the handling of instructional resources, 
supports the development of the master schedule, keeps current on content and best 
practices in the specified subject field, and serves as a liaison to the central office on 
subject matter and instructional issues.  
Distributed Leadership – Spillane (2006) stated that distributed leadership means more 
than shared leadership. It is the collective interactions among leaders, followers, and their 
situation that are paramount. Three elements are essential to distributed leadership: 
leadership practice is the central and anchoring concern; leadership pract ce is generated 
in the interactions of leaders, followers, and their situation; each element is essential for 
leadership practice; and the situation both defines leadership practice and is defined
through leadership practice. 
Instructional Leadership – Developed by Hallinger (2011), the Instructional Leadership 
model with three dimensions: defining the school's mission; managing the instructional 
program (focusing on supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the 
curriculum, and monitoring student progress); and promoting a positive school-learning 
climate (protecting instructional time, promoting professional development, aintaining 
high visibility, providing incentives for teachers, and providing incentives for learning). 
Instructional Leadership Team – consists of principal, assistant principal(s), 
department chairpersons, and other key staff, students, and parents as defined by the four 
principals in this study. 
Instructional Technology Specialist – Eastland School District (2010) describes the 
Instructional Technology Specialist as the staff person that provides all levels of user 
support and technology administration. Based on the assigned level, this work may 
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include analyzing and resolving problems related to workstations, networks, servers, and 
printers; performing systems analysis; designing and implementing configuration 
changes; and performing related duties as required or assigned. (Eastland School District; 
Job description, website) 
Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework  – The Maryland Instructional 
Leadership Framework (MILF) (2005) consists of eight outcomes: facilitate the 
development of a school vision; align all aspects of a school culture to student and adult 
learning; monitor the alignment of curriculum,  instruction and assessment; improve 
instructional practices through the purposeful observation and evaluation of teachers; 
ensure the regular integration of appropriate assessments into daily classroom instruction; 
use technology and multiple sources of data to improve classroom instruction; provide 
staff with focused, sustained, research-based professional development; and engage all 
community stakeholders in a shared responsibility for student and school success. 
Media Specialist – Eastland School District (2010) describes the media specialist as the 
individual who plans and administers the school's library media program. The media 
specialist plans and provides direct instruction to students and training to staff; manages 
library media center material, facilities, and equipment; and communicates the school 
library media program to administrators, staff, students, parents and the broader 
community.  
Paraeducator – Eastland School District (2010) describes the paraeducator as the staff 
person that assists teachers by performing a variety of tasks that promote student learning 
and well being. Duties involve working with students individually and in small groups 
assessing performance, reinforcing instruction, motivating learning, assisting with 
classroom management, clerical, and other non-instructional work. (Eastland School 
District’ website) 
Staff Development Teacher – Eastland School District (2010) describes the staff 
development teacher (SDT) as someone who fosters the development and growth of 
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professional learning communities within the school and facilitates job-em edded staff 
development. In collaboration with administrators, teachers and other stakeholders, the 
SDT supports the goal of building staff capacity to meet system-wide and local school 
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